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The purpose of this study was to see how indicators
identified in the literature to be measures of school
climate are perceived by teachers and students and to
determine what differences exist between their perceptions.
Selected indicators in this study were (1) principal's
leadership style, (2) decision-making structure, (3)
teacher-student relationship, (4) morale, (5) academic
involvement, (6) physical environment, and (7) school
safety.
The sample in this study was comprised of 261 teachers
and 188 students from middle schools in metropolitan
Atlanta, Georgia, school systems. School systems were
Atlanta Public Schools, Clayton County Schools, Cobb County
Schools, Gwinnett County Schools, and Henry County Schools.
A descriptive survey developed and validated by the
researcher was used to generate data which were collected
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through the use of a 44-itein questionnaire. The survey was
rated on a four-point Likert-type scale from Strongly Agree
to Strongly Disagree. Data were collected and analyzed to
give responses to ten hypotheses.
One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and multiple
regression were used to analyze the data. Data were tested
for significant differences at the .01 and .05 levels.
Overall, principal's leadership style emerged as the
best indicator of school climate. The next best indicator
was teacher-student relationship. Physical environment,
morale, academic involvement, school safety, and decision¬
making structure followed as indicators of school climate.
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During the late 1970s and 1980s, the recurring theme
in educational reform was the call for effective schools.
Effective schools, educators contended, were those possess¬
ing a safe, orderly, and pleasant learning atmosphere (Comer
1980, Sweeny 1988). One of the leading advocates for the
effective school movement was Ron Edmonds. Edmonds (1979)
suggested that there were identifiable characteristics of
effective schools, and among them was a positive school
climate. Edmonds emphasized that in such schools the atmo¬
sphere was orderly without being rigid, quiet without being
oppressive, and conducive to learning.
Wilbur Brookover and Lawrence Lezotte (1979) were
also advocates for effective schools. They studied
characteristics of six schools in Michigan that had high
student achievement. They found that these schools were
characterized by a feeling among students that they had
mastery of their academic work and the school system was not
stacked against them. This spirit of positiveness was
expressed in the students' positive attitudes that what they
did made a difference in their success and that their
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teachers cared about their academic performance (Brookover
et al. 1979) .
Michael Rutter (1979) and his associates also
contributed to the effective school movement reform. They
studied twelve schools in London for five years. These were
schools serving children from low socioeconomic status
communities. These researchers identified characteristics
under the control of teachers and administrators that made
some schools effective. Among the characteristics were
positive student climate, student responsibility, and
student participation (Rutter et al. 1979).
More recent studies confirm that effective schools
are those that possess a nurturing climate for students
(Wilmore 1992) . Lake (1991) , in a report to the California
League of Middle Schools, stated that effective climate
could be found in schools where there were feelings of
belonging, teaming, and togetherness. Walsh (1993) and
Richardson (1993) concurred that interdisciplinary teaming
and cooperative student teaching enhanced the learning
environment and fostered positive school climates.
Although there are variations in the school effec¬
tiveness research, it is generally agreed that where there
are effective schools, the basic human needs of students and
staff are met (Howard, Howell, and Brainard 1987). Elabor¬
ating on the work of Maslow's "hierarchy of needs," Gonder
(1994) and Villa (1992) further contended that in order for
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a school to have a wholesome climate, five essential needs
must be met:
1. Physiological needs. The school's physical
environment must include appropriate heating, lighting, and
relatively uncrowded conditions.
2. Safety needs. Safety from potential hazards
such as fire and security from personal and psychological
harm are assured.
3. Acceptance and friendship. There is opportunity
for establishing positive relationships with students,
faculty, and administrators.
4. Achievement and recognition. There is opportun¬
ity for one to attain success in an endeavor in school.
5. Need to maximize one's potential. There is
opportunity to achieve personal goals.
In order that these essential needs be met, certain
qualities must prevail within the school's environment.
These qualities are the school climate measures that serve
as predictors or indicators of the school's effectiveness.
This study was guided by an identification of the following
seven indicators as measures of school climate: principal's
leadership style, decision-making structure, teacher-student
relationship, morale, academic involvement, physical envir¬
onment, and school safety.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was (1) to determine if
indicators identified in the literature are perceived by
teachers and students as positive measures of school climate,
and (2) to determine what differences exist between the
perceptions of students and teachers on these indicators as
to measures of school climate.
Background of the Problem
There are few unifying threads in school climate
research. Some school officials see school climate as a
burden to policymakers and administrators who need informa¬
tion that can easily be measured and manipulated to affect
student outcomes (Anderson 1982) . Research analyses have
caused other researchers to give up the search for school
climate as a holistic entity altogether (McPartland and
Epstein 1975). The failure of these early studies is seen,
in part, as a result of inadequate measures, too few vari¬
ables, or the wrong variables (Brookover et al. 1979,
Walberg 1979). It was further noted by Walberg (1979) that
while some studies addressed variables in the areas of phys¬
ical resources, they ignored the crucial variables concerned
with the school's social system and cultural dimensions
which would take into account such factors as attitudes,
values, and mores. There is also the probability that
teachers may hold one perception as to what makes a positive
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school climate, while students' perceptions may be totally
the opposite (Glasser 1993).
Further complicating the issues of school climate is
the ambiguity of effective leadership. Troisi (1983) stated
that effective administrative leadership is the key to
establishing effective school climate. The question is,
however, "What makes an effective leader?" The lack of a
definitive answer has caused principals to adopt leadership
styles and behaviors based solely on their perceptions of
"effectiveness" (Cristofoli 1992, Lezotte 1982, Persell and
Cookson 1982) . Some principals were seen serving in the
traditional role as authoritarian (Heller 1993). The fail¬
ure of some principals to shift the role from sole "boss"
(Weber 1947) to a more collaborative form of operating has
also caused a decrease in positive school functioning.
Principals have not been able to openly seek, incorporate,
or publicly acknowledge the opinions and expertise of others
(Frederick 1994).
In addition to the obstacle of administrative
ambiguity, school climate is impacted upon by teacher apathy
and poor student performance. The lack of a more profes¬
sional and autonomous role for teachers has caused a lack of
achievement on the part of students (Hannum 1994). Teachers
have not been empowered to use their professional judgment
making decisions regarding curriculum and classroom needs
(Glasser 1993) . According to a survey conducted in the
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Atlanta Public Schools on teacher morale, findings indicated
that most teachers have not been provided the opportunities
to continue to learn and grow through workshops, inservice
education, and formal schooling. This training, they felt,
is necessary to enhance job skills, learn about new mate¬
rials and advanced techniques, and move up the career ladder
(Atlanta Public Schools 1990, Glasser 1993).
The morale of many teachers who work in schools has
been characterized as low. Low morale has been seen as a
result of professional lives that have little meaning,
inability to effect change, and unclear goals and demands
(Wentworth 1990) . Teachers and students are often left out
of the decision-making process on issues affecting their
lives and the condition of the school (Glasser 1969) .
Schools have not fostered a sense of community (Sergiovanni
1994). There has been a lack of recognition and apprecia¬
tion of teachers' and students' achievements, lack of sup¬
portive leadership, lack of attention to professional and
personal needs, lack of security, and poor communication
(Brookover et al. 1982, National School Safety Center 1990).
There was a point in time when researchers studying
school effects thought that after the characteristics of
students were factored out, there was little difference
among schools (Good and Brophy 1991). Because of this,
people believed that the climate of a school did not make a
difference in how students learned. As a result, little
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emphasis was placed on changing school climate to increase
student achievement (Beck 1992, Brookover et al. 1982).
Little consideration was given, therefore, to variables such
as effectiveness of principals, treatment of teachers,
learning environments, or the safety of the school. In
general, the learning and working conditions of schools were
often ignored (Paredes 1991) .
Like learning and working conditions, the physical
environments have also been ignored or accepted as not
directly impacting on student outcome (Anderson 1982,
Paredes 1991). Conditions of a school's physical environ¬
ment and classroom size have not been popular issues in the
political or educational arenas. School buildings have been
seen as cold and unfriendly (Ortiz 1991) or as forbidding,
prison-like forts (National School Safety Center 1990) . Few
studies reported on the link between school's ecological
elements and educational outcomes (Ortiz 1991). Until
appropriations are made through budgetary realignments or
school system commitment, the physical environments of
schools will suffer.
School personnel must also confront the problem of
escalating violence which has caused a devastating effect on
school climate (National School Safety Center 1990). A
study conducted by the Centers for Disease Control (1992)
attests to the grimness of the situation, citing violence
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as the single greatest problem facing our youth today.
Violence is the second leading cause of homicide among young
people between the ages of ten and twenty-one and the lead¬
ing cause of death for African American males and females in
the same age group (Centers for Disease Control 1992). The
majority of these victims are school-age students whose
failure in school impacted their need to become involved
through negative outlets in the larger society (Prothrow-
Stith 1990).
Guns as weapons for young people ages fifteen to
twenty-one are on the rise. Statistics reflect that if this
rate increases, by the year 2003 gunshots are estimated to
take more lives than automobile accidents (Junior Scholastic
1994) .
Violence has reached such an epidemic proportion in
schools that President Clinton's administration designed
a bill aimed at addressing the large number of violent
incidents plaguing schools throughout the nation (Safe
School Act 1993). The bill was designed to help achieve
National Education Goal 6, which states that by the year
2000, every school in America will be free of drugs and
violence (National Goals 2000 1989).
Statement of the Problem
The research literature has identified factors of
school climate. One would contend, therefore, that because
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they have been identified through empirical research, school
personnel would use them as guides to produce more positive,
supportive climates in our schools. Indications tend to
show, however, that this is not so.
The problem in this study, therefore, was to see if
those indicators which relate to school climate are measures
of positive school climate. These indicators are: (1)
principal's leadership style, (2) the decision-making struc¬
ture, (3) teacher-student relationship, (4) morale,
(5) academic involvement, (6) physical environment, and
(7) school safety.
Significance of the Study
Though other studies have been conducted that
identified factors of what seem to be positive indicators of
school climate, there still exists violence in schools, poor
academic achievement, low morale, leadership ambiguity, and
apathy (Glasser 1993, Prothrow-Stith 1990). This study is
therefore significant in that it will provide responses from
those most affected by the climate of a school, students and
teachers, to test the strengths of indicators as true meas¬
ures of a positive school climate.
This study will also provide educators with addi¬
tional data that may be used to assist them in developing
workshops and inservice activities to promote leadership
effectiveness, improve teacher-student relationships.
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increase academic achievement, and decrease violence.
Additionally, information from this study could be used to
assist administrators in prioritizing the allocation of
resources to implement climate improvement programs.
Research Questions
The following research questions were investigated;
1. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on principal's leadership
style?
2. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on the decision-making struc¬
ture?
3. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on teacher-student relation¬
ship?
4. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on morale?
5. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on academic involvement?
6. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on physical environment?
7. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on school safety?
8. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of school climate based on gender?
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9. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of school climate based on race?
10. Is there a significant difference in the
strength of the variables as measures of school climate?
Definition of Variables
The following are definitions of the variables as
they are used in this study.
1. Principal's leadership style refers to the
behavior of the principal, characterized as supportive or
nonsupportive, fairness, firmness, and openness to staff and
student input (DeKalb County Department of Psychological
Services 1993, Gottfredson 1991).
2. Decision-making structure refers to teachers and
students having the opportunity to contribute input on
various decisions affecting the school, their classes, and
curriculum; collaborating with administrators to make the
school run effectively (Glasser 1993, Glickman 1990).
3. Teacher-student relationship refers to the
manner in which students and teachers are interested in the
well-being of the other, exhibiting trust and respect to
reflect a sense of care and esprit de corps (Glasser 1993,
Williams 1993) .
4. Morale refers to the attitude reflective of
defeatism or accomplishment, a willingness or lack of it to
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perforin tasks and feel good about such performances (Gonder
1994, Robinson 1985).
5. Academic involvement refers to the student's
growth academically in skills and knowledge to exist in
today's world, with teachers being allowed opportunities to
improve their skills and knowledge in regard to their par¬
ticular assignments (Paredes 1991, Robinson 1985).
6. Physical environment refers to the resources
(from instructional materials to expendable supplies) that
support teachers' and students' needs. In addition, it
refers to the cleanliness of the building, classroom space,
and overall condition of the school (Howard 1987, Ortiz
1991) .
7. School safety refers to an environment void of
violence, the possession and use of substance abusive prod¬
ucts, including alcoholic beverages and drugs, possession
of weapons, vandalism and theft, threatening or bullying,
assault, simple battery, and aggravated assault (DeKalb
County Student Handbook 1995).
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Over the past twenty-five years, school climate has
been an interest and a concern to researchers involved with
schooling (Lindelow et al. 1985). Recent emphasis on school
reforms has reemphasized the importance of the climate of a
school. The objective of this chapter, therefore, was to
survey the literature in the areas of: (1) the concept of
school climate, (2) principal's leadership style and school
climate, (3) decision-making structure and school climate,
(4) teacher-student relationship and school climate,
(5) morale and school climate, (6) academic involvement and
school climate, (7) physical environment and school climate,
and (8) safety and school climate.
The Concept of School Climate
School climate is a complex concept. Francis
Cornell (1955) used the concept to define a delicate blend¬
ing of interpretations by persons within an organization of
their jobs and roles in relationship to others in the organ¬
ization. Halpin and Croft (1963) defined school climate as
the organizational personality of a school. Tagiuri (1968)
provided a concept of school climate concerned with the
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total environmental quality within an organization, includ¬
ing the ecology, milieu, social system, and culture. Nwanko
(1979) referred to the climate as a general "we-feeling"
among the groups in the organization.
Some researchers conceptualized climate in terms of
identifiable outcomes. Brookover (1979) posited that the
learning climate of a school is determined by its effective¬
ness in producing desired learning outcomes in students.
Lezotte (1980) further concluded that school climate sig¬
nificantly impacted on students' academic achievement.
Anderson (1982) presented a comprehensive review of
the literature on school climate. She noted that some
researchers cited climate as a popular metaphor for complex
phenomena (Anderson 1982). Coleman (1984) referred to
climate as the aggregate of indicators, both subjective and
objective, that convey the overall tone of the school.
California's Supreme Court defined a good school climate as
one that is "Safe and Welcoming" (California Department of
Justice 1984) . For Lindelow and Mazzarella (1985) , climate
was regarded as the product of every aspect of the organ¬
ization, including the work, the people, the physical
design, the administrative policies, and the patterns of
interaction and communication among the members. Climate
was defined by Bedford (1986) as a combination of instruc¬
tional leadership, the environment, expectations for student
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achievement, instructional goals, classroom practices, moni¬
toring of students' progress, and community involvement.
Climate was also explained as that which encompasses the
total atmosphere of a school, including how people interact
within the institution that portrays a message to both those
within and those outside the organization (Gottfredson and
Hollifield 1984, 1988).
As more definitive bodies of research emerged, there
existed the consensus that climate affects student outcomes,
including those in the cognitive and affective domains
(Sizer 1973) . Climate is present in all schools (Sergio-
vanni 1991) . Schools with positive climate demonstrate
continuous academic and social growth, cohesiveness, high
morale, trust, care, and respect (Glasser 1969, Sergiovanni
1994, Sizer 1992). Research further supports that a posi¬
tive school climate is evidenced when there are fair and
consistent disciplinary practices in a safe and orderly
environment (Gottfredson and Gottfredson 1987, National
School Safety Center 1990).
Principal's Leadership Style and
School Climate
So much of what affects the total operation of a
school rests on the shoulders of the principal, it is no
wonder past Assistant Secretary to the U.S. Department of
Education, Chester Finn, Jr. (1985), stated, "Principalship
is probably the single most powerful fulcrum for improving
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school effectiveness." Andrews and Soder (1987) agreed
that effective schools have principals who provide strong
instructional leadership, demonstrate a commitment to
academic goals, consult effectively with others, and create
a safe and orderly school climate. In Heider's The Tao of
Leadership (1985), the role of the principal is paralleled
to that of water:
The wise leader is like water. . . . Water cleanses
and refreshes all creatures without distinction and
without judgment. (The leader works in any setting
without complaints.) Water freely and fearlessly
goes deep ... is fluid and responsible. (The
leader acts so that all will benefit and serves well
regardless of rate of pay; the leader speaks simply
and honestly and intervenes in order to shed light
and create harmony.) Like the water, great leaders
are yielding, do not push the group, thus avoiding
resentment and resistance within an organization to
include the ecology, milieu, social system, and
culture.
Nwanko (1979) referred to the climate as a general "we-
feeling" among the groups in the organization.
Many researchers in the effective school movement
advocate the principal's ability to affect school climate
(Glasser 1969, Likert 1967, Maslow 1970, McGregor 1970,
Sergiovanni 1994) . They see effective leadership as the key
to establishing and maintaining a climate conducive to
learning and personal growth. The question then becomes:
What are the behaviors—expressed or unexpressed—of those
principals who would be considered effective leaders?
Attempts such as McGregor's X and Y theory suggest that
effective leaders behave in such a way that employees are
17
motivated to perform to maximum capacity (McGregor 1970).
Taylor (1971), in his classical theory of management,
asserted that people are likely to be motivated for high
productivity when leaders provide rewards that are tied
directly to performance.
Early research on climate was based primarily on the
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ),
developed by A. W. Halpin and D. B. Croft in 1963, designed
primarily to assess climates in elementary schools. The
questionnaire relied on perception of the participants to
define climate and used these criteria to measure a school's
effectiveness in setting positive climate (Halpin and Croft
1963). One of the measures on the OCDQ was concerned with
the assessment of the behaviors of principals. The prin¬
cipals' behaviors were categorized as being supportive or
directive (Kottkamp, Mulhern, and Hoy 1987).
Supportive principal behavior was seen as behavior
characterized as being a hard worker, offering constructive
criticism to motivate teachers to work hard, and exhibiting
genuine concern for the welfare of the staff to enhance
both their social needs and task achievement satisfaction.
Teachers cooperated with and respected supportive principals
(Kottkamp, Mulhern, and Hoy 1987).
Directive principal behavior was seen as behavior
characterized by close supervision of teachers and one-way
communication. The principal is highly task oriented.
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autocratic in demeanor, and domineering in relationships
with staff (Kottkamp, Mulhern, and Hoy 1987).
Theorists Likert (1967) and Maslow (1970) and more
recently Wofford (1983) expostulated that financial rewards
alone are not sufficient for optimizing human performance,
but that leaders must provide for human needs to be met.
They must exercise interpersonal influence in situations
directed toward attainment of specific goals (Iheanacho
1992) . Wofford (1983) called this the leadership-follower
interaction phenomenon because the leadership process
occurred within an environment where followers' behaviors
determined the nature of human performance. In conducting
the study, Wofford (1983) developed two questionnaires, the
Leadership Behavior Questionnaire (LBQ) and the Teacher's
Perception of Leader Behavior Questionnaire (TPLBQ). Both
instruments contained items relating to the leadership-
follower concepts. The LBQ was administered to eighteen
principals and 292 teachers in a southwestern U.S. school
district to determine congruency of perceptions held by
members of the two groups (teachers and principals) .
Findings from these surveys indicated that there were
similar perceptions by both groups in role ambiguity of
the principals. Moreover, neither group saw clear-cut
definitions of effective principalship. Experienced
teachers perceived administrators more favorably than did
new teachers (Iheanacho 1992) . This could mean that
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experienced teachers needed less guidance and therefore
were less concerned.
Sergiovanni (1994) posited that building an effec¬
tive school climate involves creating a sense of community,
held together through a spirit of kinship and of mind.
Kinship comes from the unity of being, as that of a family.
Mind refers to the bonding together of people who share a
common ideology, common goals and purpose (Sergiovanni
1994). Successful leaders are seen as being key in bringing
about a sense of community that fosters a positive school
climate. When this sense of community is established,
teachers feel valued and empowered to effectively perform
the tasks incumbent on them. Students feel they are sup¬
ported and become active participants in their educational
pursuits. Parents feel they are respected and needed to
help cultivate the educational climate (Hall 1992) .
Effective principals help make the schools places
where people care for each other, help each other, devote
themselves to their work, and commit themselves to a life of
inquiry and learning (Rost and Smith 1992) . Creating a
caring, positive school climate may emerge from the prin¬
cipal's leadership, but effective principals exhibit high
energy levels and encourage cooperation to produce results.
They have a strong command of the instructional program and
a compelling purpose to the mission of the organization
(Andrews and Soder 1987).. Strong principals are seen as
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having highly analytical skills, communicating well, and
having visions that are translated into actions; they can
create a climate that is orderly and disciplined (Beck 1991,
Manassee 1984, Percell and Cookson 1982).
Effective principals employ a style that extends an
invitation to teachers and students to share in the managing
of the school (Rost and Smith 1992) . They seek the vision
and commitment of everyone within the organization. This
style asks for principals, teachers, and students to care
for each other, to learn together, to inquire together, and
to share in a community characterized by authentic care and
unconditional acceptance (Sergiovanni 1994).
Decision-Making Structure and School Climate
The directions of public school education in the
1990s will lay the foundation for education in the next
century (Hall 1992) . Educators must, therefore, reevaluate
the way students learn and assess the climate of a school
that best maximizes learning. One of the most critical
results from reevaluation has been a shift in focus from
the principal as the sole leader and decision maker of a
school. Emphasis is now being placed on teachers as curric¬
ulum experts and instructional leaders in a shared gover¬
nance of responsibilities (Frederick 1994; Glickman 1987,
1990) . The concept of broadening the base of responsibility
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for the education of children must clearly be extended to
teachers (Hall 1992).
Dignity is what teachers covet most (Flinders
1988). It is the responsibility of the principal to create
and support an environment in which teachers are treated and
respected as professionals (Hannum 1994). One of the keys
to an improved school climate is to empower teachers with
the responsibility of being in charge of their subject dis¬
ciplines and their classrooms (Glasser 1993, Glickman 1990).
In an effective school climate, teachers are part of
the decision-making process. They are encouraged to engage
in dialogue about teaching as it relates to current research
and practices (Sizer 1992) and to become risk-takers in
seeking new and different avenues for increased student
achievement. The amount of professionalism granted teachers
by administrators appears to be important parameters in
creating a climate to student achievement. A New York state
study in 1976 concurred that the rapport between staff and
administration was positively related to student achieve¬
ment. In a study of teacher and student perceptions of
school climate, Ellett and Walberg (1979) found a relation¬
ship between staff participation in decision making and
student achievement. Group decision making was related to
achievement in the Rutter et al. (1979) study. Giving
students a role in decision making also had some beneficial
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effects (Williams 1993) . In a study conducted among secon¬
dary school students in a large northern school system, Duke
and Perry (1978) reported that behavior improved when stu¬
dents were given responsibility for their decisions. Rutter
(1979) noted that student responsibility encouraged them to
accept school norms.
Rutter et al. (1979) followed students in twelve
cities for five years. They studied four student outcomes:
achievement, attendance, behavior, and delinquency. These
researchers also identified seven characteristics under the
control of principals and teachers, among them student
responsibility and participation. Where this was strongly
evidenced, student outcomes were high.
Teacher-Student Relationship and
School Climate
The belief that teachers can teach and students can
learn is an important characteristic of an effective school
climate (Brookover et al. 1979) . This belief must be trans¬
formed into practice teachers can use to get to know their
students' needs and provide for them in order that students
can reach successful levels of achievement. High expecta¬
tions of students net high achievement and improved behavior
(Johnson 1990) . Low expectations result in less instruction
and negative behavior (Brophy and Good 1974, Sweeny 1992).
An analysis of how these expectations can be transmitted to
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students is the essence of the self-fulfilling prophecy or
the Pygmalion story (Brophy and Good 1974).
In their book, Pygmalion in the Classroom# Rosenthal
and Jacobson (1968) concluded that the IQ scores of some
students went up more than others. This occurred apparently
because their teachers thought they were intellectually
advanced and treated them so. Although the Pygmalion study
has been criticized on methodological proceedings, research
evidence was found to support that the level of teacher
expectation influenced the level of student achievement
(Brophy and Good 1974) .
Brophy and Good (1974) suggested that not only do
teacher expectations influence climate, but teachers' affec¬
tive responses to pupils are key ingredients in creating a
negative or positive classroom climate. These researchers
have identified some response factors as the following;
1. Gender: Lower expectations for boys.
2. Socioeconomic Status (SES); Lower expectations
for SES including parent's educational level, job type,
place of residence, etc.
3. Race: Low expectations for minority status.
4. Test Scores, Permanent Records: "Fixed" ability
labels preclude possibilities of improvement.
5. Negative Comments: Low expectations and evalua¬
tions from previous teachers.
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6. Type of School: Suburban, rural, urban with
lower expectations of the latter.
7. Appearance: Lower expectations associated with
clothes or grooming that are not fashionable.
8. Language Pattern: Lower expectations of stu¬
dents who do not speak standard English.
9. Seating Position: Lower expectations for stu¬
dents seated at sides and back of classroom.10.Student Behavior: Lower academic expectations
for students.
William Glasser (1993), in his book. The Quality
School Teacher, observed that in a classroom where there are
strong, friendly feelings among students and teachers, there
is quality work. He added that quality work can only be
achieved in a warm, supportive classroom environment.
Glasser (1993) suggested that during the first few
months of a school year, teachers need to look for natural
occasions to tell their students:
1. Who they are.
2. What they stand for.
3. What they will ask of them.
4. What they will not ask of them.
5. What they will do for them.
6. What they will not do for them.
In like manner, the students should have natural opportunity
to do the same.
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Wynne (1987) pointed to the value of good teacher-
student relationships contributing to a stronger school
coherence. In this study, shared activities by teachers and
students were perceived as encouraging students to accept
the school's norms. Duke and Perry (1978) noted that good
teacher-student relationships in the alternative schools
they studied were associated with both a degree of infor¬
mality and good behavior (Anderson 1982).
Moos (1970) conducted a study using the Classroom
Environment Scale which focused on teacher-student relation¬
ship interactions. These interactions resulted in satisfac¬
tion and higher student achievement.
In a climate promoting a positive teacher-student
relationship, there is trust. Teachers acknowledge their
roles not only as academic instructors but as caregivers as
well (Beck 1992) . Teachers and students believe that the
others have their best interest at heart and their welfare
in mind (Mahoney 1992) . In such a relationship students are
told by their teachers that what is expected in the class is
always the best they can do at the time. Teachers are seen
as becoming experts in their field of teaching and teach
students how to evaluate their own work (Glasser 1993).
They will not nag and frustrate but send a message to the
students that almost all work can be improved (Deming 1986).
There is a feeling of comraderie in the environment where
positive teacher-student relationships exist. The students
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perceive the teacher as a friend who will always be there to
help, never teacher against student (Rousseau 1991) . In
such an environment, expectations and guidelines are set
together, with teachers and students making the rules and
setting the consequences if broken. There is harmony and
respect (Mahoney 1992).
French sociologist Emile Durkheim (1893) proposed
that humans have a basic need to belong, to be connected to
each other. As such, schools need to create a climate of
care that bonds students and students, students and teachers
together to share ideas and ideals (Beck 1992, Sergiovanni
1994) . This will not only result in an improved classroom
climate but also an effective school environment as a whole
(Glasser 1993).
Academic Involvement and School Climate
Every organization has a purpose for existing.
One of the purposes of schools is to educate students
(Brookover et al. 1984, Sizer 1992). A primary task of
school, therefore, is developing effective schools with
clear identification and specification of instructional
goals and objectives. The mastery of the basic cognitive
skills should be a major part of the goal (Brookover and
Lezotte 1979) .
Some researchers link academic achievement to the
role of principals and the expectations they hold for
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students (Brookover et al. 1982, Sergiovanni 1990). Troisi
(1983) stated that effective administrative leadership is
the key to establishing and maintaining a climate conducive
to academic learning and achievement. Sergiovanni and
Starratt (1993) also found that strong administrative lead¬
ership in instruction was associated with academic success
of students.
Edmonds (1979) in his study further concluded that
the principal's involvement and interest in instruction was
a typical characteristic of schools of excellence. Young
(1980) reported that increased leadership by the principal
in the instructional program led to students' social and
academic growth and improved school climate (Anderson 1982).
Concurrently, the teamwork of teachers affects the academic
achievement of students (Glasser 1993) . When teachers work
together, curriculum becomes coordinated, cohesive, and
relevant in meeting the changing needs of today's students
(Beck 1992). In addition, teachers must not use students'
home environment or social status as a rationale for poor
academic achievement (Brookover and Lezotte 1979, Glasser
1993) . While a supportive school climate can have a posi¬
tive effect on achievement, some policies and practices
aimed at punishing students to increase learning can have
an adverse effect. Such practices may be in the area of
grading. The grade a student gets in class can determine
the student's chance of success or failure (Bedford 1986,
28
Glasser 1969) . Policies to eliminate the problem of gradu¬
ating illiterate high school students can also have a nega¬
tive effect on the school's climate and student attitude.
Retention may be useful in sorting out losers from winners
but not good for education (Lezotte et al. 1980) . In a
caring and supportive school climate, frequent monitoring of
student academic achievement is in place rather than waiting
for semester examinations or annual tests to show results.
Frequent monitoring allows for necessary direction and
reteaching for students to learn at their own pace (Brook-
over et al. 1982). Student-managed progress also proves a
viable avenue to bringing about academic success (Glasser
1993) .
Many schools have demonstrated success in teaching
students from affluent families but have not done so well
in teaching students from lower socioeconomic status fami¬
lies (Sizer 1992) . In studying school learning climates,
Brookover (1984) used a model, the School Learning Climate
Program, that was used in schools with students from all
types of family background. The model was cited as creating
positive learning climates in which students achieved
academically, regardless of socioeconomic or minority
background (Brookover 1984) . The keys to success lie in
assessing the learning climate of the school and involving
the entire faculty in communicating and setting directions
for the program. In an earlier study conducted by the
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same researcher# a school climate where administrators and
teachers held high expectations for student academic
behavior showed positive results (Brookover 1979).
Morale and School Climate
The level of psychological well-being, a sense of
purpose, and a sense of belonging go into the conditions
that help shape morale (Wilmore 1992). When viewed through
Haslow's hierarchy of needs, teachers' morale is high when
they receive recognition for their efforts and performance
and share in making decisions in their school's operation
(Maslow 1970) . Many teachers describe a positive school
climate as one that allows them to feel a sense of ownership
in the school and one in which they are treated as profes¬
sionals (Glasser 1993) .
Where there is high staff morale, teachers exhibit
positive behaviors toward their students, and students in
turn display improved behavior. Teachers hold high
expectations of students in their ability to learn. They
frequently and cautiously help students with nonacademic
problems as well as academic ones (Glasser 1993) . In like
manner, students experience a high level of satisfacation
and self-worth from their schooling experiences and show
academic progress (Beck 1992).
An analysis of teacher morale is often linked to the
behavior.of the principal. In schools where the principals
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interfered with their classroom decisions, teachers reported
an attitude of cynicism or did not much care about the
school or their classrooms (Glasser 1993). When teachers
felt their professional judgments were not respected, lacka¬
daisical performance on the part of teachers prevailed.
From a teacher's point of view, decisions associated with
instruction and student behavior were often "sabotaged" by
principals' orientation to favoring parents and students
over teachers (wilmore 1992) . In this kind of atmosphere,
teachers and students developed a dislike and distrust for
each other, with devastating effects on the morale of both
teachers and students.
The Organization Climate Description Questionnaire
(OCDQ), developed by Halpin and Croft in 1963, is probably
one of the most widely known instruments used to measure the
organizational climate of a school. It was of importance to
this study in considering morale as an indicator of climate.
One of the items on the OCDQ depicted humanistic interac¬
tions between teacher and pupil joined with those that
reflected high teacher morale to form a strong factor called
"engaged" teacher behavior. Teacher engagement referred to
teacher behavior characterized by high morale, enthusiasm,
respect for students and colleagues, and positive attitude
toward work (Kottkamp, Mulhern, and Hoy 1987) . This kind of
high morale was aligned to open principal behavior in which
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the principal created an atmosphere that was supportive and
encouraging.
In May of 1990, the Atlanta Public Schools (APS)
conducted a survey on teacher morale, using the Maslach
Burmont Inventory (MBI) instrument. Fifty percent of the
teachers responding disagreed that teacher morale had risen
in the past two years, 28 percent were undecided, and 22
percent agreed. The lack of opportunities for advancement,
especially among 40 percent of the female respondents, was
seen as a factor contributing to their low morale. Teamwork
among teachers, especially those in middle schools, was of
importance (59 percent) in increasing staff morale (APS
1990) .
Student morale appears to be related frequently to
both achievement and self-concept. Edmonds (1979) reported
positive teacher-student relationship as increasing student
morale.
Physical Environment and School Climate
The physical environment of a school is usually
referred to as the "organization ecology" or the "ecology
variable" of a school (Anderson 1982, Taguiri 1968). It is
useful in linking facility research with the broader issues
of school climate and ethos (Taguiri 1968) .
Rutter et al. (1979) tested the impact of twelve
buildings as to age, decoration, and upkeep on student
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achievement, attendance, behavior, and delinquency. The
buildings ranged in age from ten to over one hundred years
old. They reported no relationship between age of the
building and outcomes of achievement, attendance, behavior,
or delinquency (Anderson 1982). On the other hand, the Phi
Delta Kappa Study (1980) and the Rutter et al. (1979) study
of eight high-achieving schools both noted that the decora¬
tions and upkeep of the school and classrooms were associ¬
ated with higher student achievement and improved behavior.
A study reported by Ortiz (1991) asked teachers and
students to rank their facilities from superior to inferior.
The survey revealed that as quality in buildings declines,
the differences in perceptions of teachers in the good
facilities compared to teachers in the poor facilities
increased. Students were more likely to evaluate their
schools more severely as inferior than did the teachers.
Hawkins and Overbaugh (1988) conducted a comparative
study between schools in Japan and in America. They found
that the buildings reflected the community and learning
increased, as did a sense of pride among the student body.
Bowers and Burkett (1988) conducted a comparative study to
reflect on a modern building versus an old school building.
Students in the modern building scored higher in reading,
listening, language, and arithmetic than did students in the
older building. They were also disciplined less frequently.
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had better attendance records, and had better health than
students in the older structure.
The size of the classes and school has also been
studied as part of the physical environment and its effect
on the school climate. Duke and Perry (1978) conducted a
descriptive study of eighteen alternative high schools. On
the basis of interviews, they concluded that smaller schools
had better student behavior. In a study by the New York
State Department of Education (1984), large schools had a
negative impact on academic outcomes. Edmonds and
Fredericksen (1978) reported data from similar studies
indicating that instructionally effective schools tend to
have small classes. This finding was confirmed by Klitgaard
and Hall (1973) in their analysis of school sizes. Flagg
(1964) found a relationship between school climate as
measured by the OCDQ and school size, with larger schools
being "closed," less friendly and caring, as defined by the
instrument. Smaller, "open" schools were perceived by
students to be more cohesive and friendlier (Morrocco 1978,
Nachtigal 1992) . Smaller schools were seen overall as more
effective in improving behavior, attendance, and performance
(Duke and Perry 1978) . In terms of impact in creating a
positive school climate, students reacted more to the
appearance of the school than to the age of the school
building (Kemmis 1990, Sinclair 1970).
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The equipment and resources available are considered
part of the physical environment of a school. The arrange¬
ment of desks and open versus closed space have the propen¬
sity to affect student behavior (Nachtigal 1992) . In
general, approximately arranged seating with open space
allows for ease in movement, and classroom activities are
favored in creating positive classroom climates (Nachtigal
1992) .
There must also be carefully selected materials in
the environment in order to ensure a relevant curriculum in
which skills and concepts are properly sequenced (Philomath
1992). Appropriate textbooks and supportive resources,
coupled with adequate expendable supplies, are necessary
ingredients in effectively completing classroom needs (Ortiz
1991) .
Safety and School Climate
Violence is the single greatest problem facing our
youth today (Prothrow-Stith 1990). It is the second leading
cause of homicide among young people ages ten to twenty-one
and the leading cause of death for African American males
and females in the same age group (Centers for Disease
Control 1992). The majority of these victims are school-age
students with many suffering fatalities in schools or near
school campuses (National School Safety Center 1990). Many
of these.students are in school situations that hold no
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relevance to their daily lives, and their failure in school
has impacted their need for involvement in the larger
society, often through negative outlets (Prothrow-Stith
1990) .
Nationally, research findings show positive results
from students as correlated with a disciplined environment
(Hafner et al. 1990) . A large proportion of eighth graders
surveyed stated that teachers are interested in students (75
percent), listen to them (68 percent), praise their efforts
(63 percent) , and teach well (80 percent). Responses were
similar for boys and girls and across most racial and ethnic
groups, but few low-achieveing students with high absen¬
teeism agreed with the statements (Hafner et al. 1990) .
Sergiovanni (1994) postulated the theory of personalization
in education and believed it to be the single most important
factor keeping children in school.
A disciplined environment is a worthwhile goal for
every school. In such an environment, the school itself is
seen as a community. Community is the tie that bonds
teachers and students together with shared vision and values
(Sergiovanni 1994) . Schools in the past have approached
behavioral problems by demanding compliance with the rules;
but deep-seated, troubled behavior may mask problems the
teachers and administrators need to understand. Many
children take baggage of stress from situations accumulated
the night before to school with them. School needs to offer
36
a refuge whereby their lives can be put back into balance
(Garbarino 1992). "Caring communities," Sergiovanni (1994)
contended, "can discover the ills that cause a student's
life to fall apart, and attempt to mend the pieces
together."
There seems to exist a close relationship between
discipline and learning (National School Safety Center
1990). School learning requires the disciplined efforts of
students in a set of behaviors that includes attendance to
classes, preparation to take part in class activities, and
completion of work (Brookover et al. 1982) . Three dimen¬
sions of school climate appear to contribute to a discip¬
lined environment. One dimension is that the academic
mission of the school is set forth with strong emphasis on
goals that are needed for accomplishment. Another dimension
is clarity of disciplinary standards. The third dimension
is that disciplinary standards are enforced fairly and con¬
sistently (Gottfredson and Gottfredson 1985). Each of these
dimensions can have an effect on students toward their pro¬
pensity to find success in school or not. Researchers have
found that when these aspects occur in combination and are
widely accepted practices, they become powerful mechanisms
that engage students in academic work, decrease disruptions
and violence, and lead to higher levels of student achieve¬
ment (Beck 1992, Bryk and Driscoll 1988). Erickson (1986)
expanded on the process for constructing an effective
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climate using the systematic approach, which involves com¬
municating high expectations and appropriate behavior.
The effects of a disciplined school environment can
be seen in the positive attitude and behavior of students
and teachers. Teachers in schools that emphasize academics
have a higher sense of teaching capability and are committed
to continuous improvement of instruction. In schools with
clear discipline standards, students and teachers feel safe
and report having a clear understanding of school rules.
Students feel that rules are fair and that they can change
unfair ones (Hoy et al. 1990).
In schools with strong ethics of caring, students
feel more liked by their teachers, report having good
teachers, and report that they value teacher opinions
(Bryk and Driscoll 1988, National Institute of Education
1978). Teachers report knowing more students in the school,
including those who are not in their classes, and report
higher levels of staff cooperation and support (Bryk and
Driscoll 1988).
Dill and Haberman (1995) concluded that if the
culture of violence is to be eradicated, the schools and
everyone in them must model gentle responses to aggression.
Principals and teachers must learn how to capitalize on
their interpersonal relationships and utilize these to
foster a supportive and caring climate where all children
can learn (Edmonds 1979, Grossneckle 1993). Principals and
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teachers must know that violence is not so much linked to
delinquency as to rejection (U.S. Department of Justice
1990) .
The classroom is a critical place for student inter¬
personal and educational development. For years, educators
have studied distinct climates that can affect student
outcome in school (Anderson 1939, Walberg 1979, Withall
1949) . They purport that student outcome might be improved
by creating classroom environments that are supportive and
caring. These findings agree with Goodlad's (1975) defini¬
tion of classroom environment as being the physical,
emotional, and aesthetic characteristics that tend to
promote an attitude toward learning.
The well-established Violence Prevention Curriculum
Project (Prothrow-Stith 1987) uses information and role
playing to examine anger and the control of violence among
high school students. Dr. Prothrow-Stith studied over two
thousand students in selected secondary schools in Boston.
Her findings initiated the compilation of a violence
prevention curriculum. Sections in the curriculum discuss
risk factors, the role of anger in interpersonal violence,
channeling anger constructively, and alternative means of
conflict resolution. While problems in implementing the
study design limit interpretation of the findings and long¬
term follow-up would be desirable, this is still a very
promising program.
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A variety of discipline models are widely used
(e.g.. Teacher Effectiveness Training, Assertive Discipline,
Reality Therapy, and Adlerian approaches) (Charles 1992),
but very little research exists on their effectiveness
beyond teachers' self-reports and testimonials (Emmer and
Aussiker 1990). Successful strategies for dealing with
serious misbehavior (e.g., crimes, violence) appear to
require school-wide commitment, investment of resources, and
collaborative involvement of students, community, parents,
and school staffs (Doyle 1990, Grossneckle 1993). Some
programs that have successfully collaborated to involve
schools and community are listed in the appendices of this
study. The clear implication is that schools need to have
comprehensive discipline plans that involve a wide range of
participants, and school personnel should expect to make
investments of time and energy if serious misbehavior is to
be eliminated.
Research further suggests that in schools with
disciplined environments conducive to learning, the work of
teachers extends beyond the classroom. Bryk and Driscoll
(1988) found that teacher (as well as student) participation
in extracurricular activities outside the classroom led to
positive interpersonal relationships in schools. Some
disciplinary problems are reduced when teachers take respon¬
sibility for discipline in both classrooms and corridors.
Thus, when teachers' responsibilities extend beyond the
classroom, more "personalized" relationships develop in
schools (Wager 1992) .
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Summary
School climate encompasses the total school's
atmosphere and environment. The influence of school climate
on raising student achievement is well documented by
researchers. The prevailing climate should be one of care,
support, and high expectations. Basic skills should take
precedence in every classroom. Teachers should feel confi¬
dent in their ability to teach and share in the decision¬
making process. Principals become visionary leaders who,
with staff support, put visions into action. Principal and
staff model desired behavior. The strength of everyone—
students, teachers, principal, parents, and the community—
should be utilized in the improvement of the school. The
climate will be safe, orderly, and conducive to learning.
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Public schools have as their mission to provide a
climate that will educate and prepare all children for a
productive life, regardless of their social circumstances.
It is becoming increasingly difficult, however, to carry out
this noble mission because school climates are too often
stagnant, hostile, or irrelevant (Beck 1992).
There is no single solution to the problems as they
impact on school climate, but the African proverb, "It takes
a whole village to raise a child," should be the theoretical
foundation for any proposed solution. The total educational
and larger communities must take a proactive, preventive
role in helping to develop positive school climates to
foster positive student outcomes (Sergiovanni 1994). It is
incumbent upon principals, teachers, parents, students, and
the community to work together to bring about these changes
(Sergiovanni 1994).
The goal of this study was to present the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on indicators of school
climate and to determine the strength of these indicators as
true measures of school climate. A survey was conducted
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using an instrument developed by the researcher using some
of the components of the Effective School Battery instrument
(Gottfredson 1984, revised 1991). Teachers and students
answered questions on their perceptions of forty-four items
that are indicators of school climate.
The dependent variable in this study is school
climate. The climate indicators are: principal's leader¬
ship style, the decision-making structure, teacher-student
relationship, morale, academic involvement, physical envir¬
onment, and school safety.
The independent variables in this study are teachers
and students with their gender and race as moderator vari¬
ables .
The analysis will examine the independent variables
(the perceptions of teachers and students) as they pertain
to the indicators of the dependent variable (climate), as in
the research design shown in figure 1.
Null Hypotheses
The statistical analysis involved the evaluation of
ten null hypotheses. The following null hypotheses were
developed for this study:
1. There is no significant difference in the per¬





Fig. 1. Relationships Among the Variables
2. There is no significant difference in the
perceptions of teachers and students on decision-making
structure.
3. There is no significant difference in the







There is no significant difference in the
of teachers and students on morale.
There is no significant difference in the
of teachers and students on academic involve
6. There is no significant difference in the










There is no significant difference in the
of teachers and students on school safety.
There is no significant difference in the
of school climate based on gender.
There is no significant difference in the
of school climate based on race.
There is no significant difference in the
the variables as measures of school climate.
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Limitations of the Study
There are few absolute measures in education. This
study, therefore, has the following limitations in statis¬
tical scope and intent;
1. The population consisted of teachers and
students in middle schools in metropolitan Atlanta, Georgia,
during the 1995-96 school year. No inference or conclusions
should be drawn beyond the population composition or time
line for the study.
2. The major threat to external validity was the
inherent weakness in the use of a rating scale. There was
the possibility of the inclusion of the rater's biases and
perceptual problems which are a part of subjective judgment.
Summary
For those people working or studying in a school,
few things are more important to the quality of their lives
than the climate of the school (Sergiovanni 1994) . In order
to help assure the effectiveness of the school's climate,
everyone should become involved from administrators to
teachers, students, parents, and the community.
This chapter has presented the theoretical framework
of the study including the design, the dependent and inde¬




The purpose of this research was to examine the
perceptions of teachers and students toward indicators of
school climate in selected middle schools in metropolitan
Atlanta, Georgia, school systems.
This chapter reports the research methods used in
this study. Population and sample are identified in the
first section. The instrument is identified and discussed
in the second section. The methods used to collect the
data are presented in the third section. The statistical
analysis of the data is discussed in the fourth section.
The chapter concludes with a summary.
Population and Sample
The population for this study consisted of teachers
and students in selected public middle schools in metro¬
politan Atlanta, Georgia, school systems. Only school
systems identified as having two or more middle schools with
Grades 6, 7, and 8 were represented. There are six school
systems in the metropolitan Atlanta, Georgia, area with two
or more middle schools. These systems are Atlanta Public
Schools, Clayton County Schools, Cobb County Schools, Fulton
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County Schools, Gwinnett County Schools, and Henry County
Schools.
The school systems were listed in alphabetical
order. Each was given a number from one to six in the
numerical listing of numbers. The selection process con¬
sisted of placing the names of all middle schools for one
system in a container and pulling two schools at random.
All teachers from these schools were asked to participate in
the survey. These teachers represented the teacher sample.
Principals were asked to have one teacher from each school
volunteer to administer the surveys to one class of stu¬
dents. These students made up the student sample.
Instrumentation
The instrument in this study was a revision of the
Effective School Battery (ESB), developed by Gottfredson in
1984 and revised by Gottfredson in 1991. The reliability
coefficients on the ESB were derived from the scales measur¬
ing student characteristics using students from a sample of
schools which participated in the School Action Effective¬
ness Study (Gottfredson 1984, revised 1991). Reliability
coefficients support the usefulness of scales measuring
ethnic groups (table 1) and gender groups (table 2). In
each case, the reliabilities are adequate bases for measur¬
ing the average characteristics of a school's student body











Parental education 00VO• .63 .57 .73 .51 .84
Positive peer associations .70 .63 .55 .69 .61 .59
Social integration .60 .49 .42 .53 .46 .48
Attachment to school CM00. .70 .66 .72 .79 .70
Belief in conventional rules .62 .55 .46 .47 .62 .53
Interpersonal competency .56 .52 .44 .35 .49 .46
Involvement .67 oVO. .61 .63 .70 .67
Positive self-concept .63 .56 .52 .56 .55 .65
School effort .62 .56 .51 .58 .60 .65
Avoidance of punishment 00• .51 .57 .57 .54 .52
School rewards .62 .64 .56 .53 .63 .50
Invalidity .41 .46 .31 .36 .55 .52
Source; Gottfredson (1984)
Table 2.—Reliability Coefficients (Alpha) for Individual-








Parental education .76 .72 .78 2
Positive peer associations .63 .67 .65 9
Social integration .60 .44 .51 6
Attachment to school .76 .75 .76 10
Belief in conventional rules .52 .54 .53 6
Interpersonal conpetency .43 .47 .43 5
Involvement .60 .62 .61 12
Positive self-conc^t .58 .60 .61 12
School effort .62 .56 .59 5
Avoidance of punishment .54 .53 .54 4
School rewards .63 .58 .56 4
Invalidity .44 .45 .44 5
Source: (sottfredson (1984) .
and for aggregate use in the evaluation of educational
programs (Gottfredson 1984) .
Item analyses and single occasion scales were con¬
structed for teachers. Data for initial item analyses came
from the responses of teachers in fifty-six schools. These
were the same schools as those used in the student scales.
Item analyses were conducted in a random one-half sample
(Gottfredson 1984).
Permission to use the Effective School Battery was
granted by Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc., whose
publishers have the reserved rights to grant permission for
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use of the instrument. Even though the measures in the ESB
were rooted in a program of research on school environments
conducted over several years at Johns Hopkins University,
the indicators on the teacher's instrument differed from the
student instrument. It was the purpose of this study, how¬
ever, to obtain perceptions of both teachers and students
on the same indicators and to test the strength of these
indicators as measures of school climate. Therefore, the
researcher revised the ESB to obtain responses from teachers
and students on the same forty-four items. The student form
is coded 2 on the survey form with 2 referring to students.
The teacher's form is coded 1 with 1 referring to teachers.
With the exception of this difference, all items were
identical.
Six items on the instrument (Items 3-8) measure
morale; six items (Items 9-14) measure teacher-student
relationship; six items (Items 15-20) measure decision¬
making structure; six items (Items 21-26) measure academic
involvement; six items (Items 27-32) measure principal's
leadership style; six items (Items 33-38) measure physical
environment; and six items (Items 39-44) measure school
safety. The respondents were asked to indicate the extent
to which each statement characterizes the climate of their
school by using a 4-point Likert-type scale from "Strongly
Agree" to "Strongly Disagree."
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In order to obtain a measure of face validity, the
instrument was assessed by a panel of educators, pilot
tested, and adjusted in keeping with feedback from these
processes.
Data Collection
The research and evaluation departments of the six
school systems in the metropolitan Atlanta, Georgia, area
were provided a copy of the proposal containing an introduc¬
tion, the purpose of the study, the statement of the prob¬
lem, the research questions, and the instrument. A letter
from the Department of Educational Leadership at Clark
Atlanta University accompanied these documents. All mate¬
rials were hand-delivered in sealed envelopes to the
research and evaluation departments of the six systems,
unless otherwise directed by the system.
After permission was granted, contact was made with
the principals of the selected schools to discuss the study.
Conferences with the principals included a copy of the
permission, copies of documents given to the research and
evaluation departments, and a consent form for principals to
sign. Parent letters were also presented for approval. A
request was made to conduct surveys with teachers at a
faculty meeting. Principals were asked to have one teacher
volunteer to administer the survey to one class of students.
The researcher scheduled attendance at a faculty meeting to
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administer surveys to teachers only. Student surveys were
also collected at these meetings for those students whose
parents gave permission. Teachers were given a letter of
appreciation for their support.
Data Analysis
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to compare
differences in perceptions of teachers and students on the
dependent variable of school climate. Descriptive statis¬
tics described the population in the study.
Multiple Regression Analysis allowed for a correla¬
tion of perceptions of dependent variables (indicators of
school climate) to the dependent variable (school climate)
and determination of the most significant indicators affect¬
ing the composite school climate.
Data were also analyzed using Scheffe's Multiple
Range Statistics. Multiple Range Statistics were used to
check for significance at the .05 level, which is an accept¬
able level for educational research.
Summary
Using a revised version of the Effective School
Battery (Gottfredson 1991), responses from both teachers and
students were obtained as to their perceptions on indicators
of school climate. Their responses also served to test the
strength of these indicators as true measures of school
climate. The instrument, revised from the ESB and developed
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by the researcherr was tested to prove its reliability and
validity to support the design for this study.
The population for the study consisted of teachers
and students in selected middle schools in metropolitan
Atlanta, Georgia. Middle schools were those identified as
having Grades 6, 1, and 8.
Permission was granted from participating school
systems to administer surveys. Data from surveys were
analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social




The purpose of this study was to investigate the
perceptions of teachers and students on indicators of school
climate in selected middle schools in metropolitan Atlanta.
The study further sought to see what differences exist
between the perceptions of teachers and students on these
indicators. Figure 1 in Chapter III shows these indicators
of school climate as the dependent variables in this study.
These variables are: principal's leadership style,
decision-making structure, teacher-student relationship,
morale, academic involvement, physical environment, and
school safety. The independent variables in this study are
teachers and students, with their gender and race as moder¬
ator variables.
This chapter presents an analysis of the data
obtained from the School Climate Survey instrument. The
instrument used to generate the data was a 44-item
questionnaire revised by the researcher from the Effective
School Battery (ESB) developed by Fred Gottfredson in 1984
and revised by him in 1991. The survey was divided into
54
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seven components with statements that addressed the research
questions in this study. The research questions are;
1. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on principal's leadership
style?
2. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on the decision-making struc¬
ture?
3. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on teacher-student relation¬
ship?
4. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on morale?
5. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on academic involvement?
6. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on physical environment?
7. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on school safety?
8. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of school climate based on gender?
9. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of school climate based on race?10.Is there a significant difference in the
strength of the variables as measures of school climate?
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The survey provided a 4-point scale for response:
4 = Strongly Agree, 3 = Agree, 2 = Disagree, and 1 =
Strongly Disagree. Most questions were scored in this way,
except in the case where statements were reversed. The
ranges for mean values were interpreted as: 1.00-1.50 =
Strongly Disagree, 1.51-2.50 = Disagree, 2.51-3.50 = Agree,
and 3.51-4.00 = Strongly Agree.
The Population
Teachers and students in school systems in metro¬
politan Atlanta, Georgia, with two or more middle schools
were invited to participate. These school systems were:
City of Atlanta, Clayton County, Cobb County, Fulton County,
Gwinnett County, and Henry County. Middle schools were
those identified as having Grades 6, 7, and 8. The names of
two schools from each system were randomly selected. Five
systems accepted; one declined.
All teachers from the two selected schools were
asked to participate in the survey. One teacher from each
school was asked to volunteer to administer the surveys to a
class of students. Teachers were coded 1 and students were
coded 2. School systems were then coded to provide for
anonymity into Systems 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, as reflected in
table 3.
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Table 3.—Distribution and Return of Surveys
Surveys Distributed Surveys Returned
Teacher Student Teacher Student
System Number 1 2 1 2
3 125 70 94 67
4 102 70 66 46
5 89 70 31 11
6 85 70 30 21
7 108 70 40 43
Total 509 350 261 188
Descriptive Data
The descriptive data for middle schools in the
metropolitan Atlanta school systems are displayed in table
4.
A total of 240 teachers responded on their percep¬
tion of morale. They had a mean score for morale of 3.20,
indicating that most teachers rated morale as Agree. A
total of 168 students responded on their perception of
morale and had a mean score for morale of 3.19. Most
students rated morale as Agree also.
Two hundred eighty-nine teachers responded on their
perception of teacher-student relationship. They had a mean
score of 2.74; they rated this indicator as Agree. Students
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School Climate n Mean n Mean
Morale 240 3.20 168 3.19
Teacher-Student
Relationship 289 2.74 170 2.59
Decision-Making
Structure 241 2.57 161 2.57
Academic Involvement 238 2.59 169 2.79
Principal's
Leadership Style 248 2.82 169 2.90
Physical Environment 246 2.71 160 2.69
School Safety 228 2.40 155 2.39
as well rated teacher-student relationship as Agree, with
170 students responding with a mean score for teacher-
student relationship of 2.59.
A total of 241 teachers responded on their percep¬
tion of decision-making structure. They had a mean score
for decision-making structure of 2.57, which was a rating of
Agree. One hundred sixty-one students responded and had
a mean score for decision-making structure of 2*57 which,
like the teachers, rated Agree.
Two hundred thirty-eight teachers responded on their
perception of academic involvement. They had a mean score
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for academic involvement of 2.59, with a rating of Agree.
In like manner, students rated with a mean score for
academic involvement of 2.79, which also was a rating of
Agree. A total of 169 students responded on this variable.
A total of 248 teachers and 169 students responded
on their perception of principal's leadership style. The
teachers had a mean score for principal's leadership style
of 2.82, which is a rating of Agree. Students had a mean
score of 2.90, which also is a rating of Agree.
A total of 246 teachers and 160 students responded
on their perception of physical environment. Teachers had a
mean score for physical environment of 2.71, and students
had a mean score of 2.69. Both rated Agree.
A total of 228 teachers and 155 students responded
on their perception of school safety. Teachers had a mean
score for school safety of 2.40, which is a rating of
Disagree. Students had a mean score of 2.39, which is also
a rating of Disagree.
Comparison of School Climate Components and
Total Scores bv Teachers and Students
A comparison was made of school climate components
and total scores by position (teacher or student) . The
morale ratings are shown in table 5. Morale ratings for
teachers revealed that 24 or 10.0 percent of respondents
scored 2.00, 130 or 54.2 percent scored 3.00, 86 or 35.8
percent scored 4.00. Most teachers rated morale as Agree.
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Table 5.—Comparison of Morale by Teachers and Students
Morale
1 oo. 2 • Oo 3 .00 4 oo. Total
Position n % n % n % n % n %
Teacher 0 0.0 24 10.0 130 54.2 86 35.8 240 58.7
Student 0 0.0 16 9.5 101 60.1 51 30.4 168 41.1
Total 0 0.0 40 9.8 231 56.7 137 33.5 409 100.0
Morale ratings for students reflected 16 or 9.5
percent scored 2.00, 101 or 60.1 percent scored 3.00, and 51
or 30.4 percent scored 4.00. Most students rated morale as
Agree. Approximately 6 percent more students than teachers
rated morale as Agree.
The ratings for teacher-student relationship are
shown in table 6. Teacher-student relationship ratings for
teachers revealed 1 or 0.4 percent scored 1.00, 61 or 25.5
percent scored 2.00, 149 or 62.3 percent scored 3.00, and 28
or 11.7 percent scored 4.00. Most teachers rated teacher-
student relationship as Agree (table 6).
Teacher-student relationship ratings for students
revealed 4 or 2.4 percent scored 1.00, 52 or 30.6 percent
scored 2.00, 108 or 63.5 percent scored 3.00, and 6 or 3.5
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Teacher 1 0.4 61 25.5 149 62.3 28 11.7 239 58.3
Student 4 2.4 52 30.6 108 63.5 6 3.5 170 41.5
Total 5 1.2 113 27.8 257 62.7 34 8.3 410 100.0
percent scored 4.00. Most students also rated teacher-
student relationship as Agree, with almost the same percen¬
tage of teachers rating the same as students (table 6).
Decision-making structure ratings are displayed in
table 7. Decision-making structure ratings for teachers
revealed 11 or 4.6 percent scored 1.00, 81 or 33.6 percent
scored 2.00, 121 or 50.2 percent scored 3.00, and 28 or 11.6
percent scored 4.00. Most teachers rated decision-making
structure as Agree (table 7).
Decision-making structure ratings for students
reflected 8 or 5.0 percent scored 1.00, 49 or 30.4 percent
scored 2.00, 91 or 56.5 percent scored 3.00, and 13 or 8.1
percent scored 4.00. Most students also rated decision¬
making structure as Agree (table 7) .
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Teacher 11 4.6 81 33.6 121 50.2 28 11.6 241 59.8
Student 8 5.0 49 30.4 91 56.5 13 8.1 161 40.0
Total 19 4.7 130 32.3 212 52.9 41 10.2 403 100.0
Academic involvement ratings are shown in table 8.
Academic involvement ratings for teachers revealed 1 or 0.4
percent scored 1.00, 29 or 12.2 percent scored 2.00, 165 or
69.3 percent scored 3.00, and 43 or 18.1 percent scored
4.00. Most teachers rated academic involvement as Agree
(table 8) .
Academic involvement ratings for students revealed
1 or 0.6 percent scored 1.00, 29 or 17.2 percent scored
2.00, 128 or 75.7 percent scored 3.00, and 11 or 6.5 percent
scored 4.00. A few more students than teachers rated
academic involvement as Agree (table 8).
Principal's leadership style ratings are displayed
in table 9. Principal's leadership style ratings for
teachers revealed 20 or 8.1 percent scored 1.00, 62 or 25.0
percent scored 2.00, 97 or 39.1 percent scored 3.00, and 69
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Teacher 1 0.4 29 12.2 165 69.3 43 18.1 238 58.3
Student 1 0.6 29 17.2 128 75.7 11 6.5 169 41.4
Total 2 0.5 58 14.2 293 72.1 54 13.2 408 100.0














Teacher 20 8.1 62 25.0 97 39.1 69 27.8 248 59.3
Student 15 8.9 25 14.8 77 45.6 52 30.8 169 40.4
Itotal 35 8.4 87 20.8 174 41.6 L22 29.2 417 100.0
or 27.8 percent scored 4.00. Most teachers rated princi¬
pal's leadership style as Agree (table 9).
Principal's leadership style ratings for students
revealed 15 or 8.9 percent scored 1.00, 25 or 14.8 percent
scored 2.00, 77 or 45.6 percent scored 3.00, and 52 or 30.8
64
percent scored 4.00. More students than teachers rated
principal's leadership style as Agree (table 9).
Physical environment ratings are shown in table 10.
Physical environment ratings for teachers showed 8 or 3.3
percent scored 1.00, 71 or 28.9 percent scored 2.00, 134 or
54.5 percent scored 3.00, and 33 or 13.4 percent scored
4.00. Most teachers rated the physical environment of a
school as Agree (table 10) .
Physical environment ratings for students revealed 3
or 1.9 percent scored 1.00, 45 or 28.1 percent scored 2.00,
92 or 57.5 percent scored 3.00, and 20 or 12.5 percent
scored 4.00. Most students rated the physical environment
as Agree. A few more students than teachers rated this way
(table 10) .
Table 10.—Comparison of Physical Environment by Teachers
and Students
Physical Environment
1 .00 2.00 3 .00 4 .00 Total
Position n % n % n % n % n %
Teacher 8 3.3 71 28.9 134 54.5 33 13.4 246 60.4
Student 3 1.9 45 28.1 92 57.5 20 12.5 160 39.3
Total 11 2.7 116 28.5 226 55.8 53 13.0 406 100.0
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School safety ratings are displayed in table 11.
School safety ratings for teachers reflected that 4 or 1.8
percent scored 1.00, 118 or 51.8 percent scored 2.00, 101 or
44.3 percent scored 3.00, and 5 or 2.2 percent scored 4.00.
School safety ratings for students reflected 5 or 3.3
percent scored 1.00, 73 or 47.1 percent scored 2.00, 70 or
45.2 percent scored 3.00, and 7 or 4.5 percent scored 4.00.
Most teachers and students rated school safety as Disagree
(table 11) .
Table 11.—Comparison of School Safety by Teachers and
Students
School Safety
1 .00 2 •OO 3.00 4.00 Total
Position n % n % n % n % n %
Teacher 4 1.8 118 51.8 101 44.3 5 2.2 228 59.5
Student 5 3.2 73 47.1 70 45.2 7 4.5 155 40.5
Total 9 2.3 191 49.9 171 44.6 12 3.1 383 100.0
Comparison of School Climate and Total
Scores by Race
Race of respondents was listed as Other, Asian,
Hispanic, White, and Black. Total scores for all races are
listed in table 12.
Composite school climate ratings by race revealed 3
or 100 percent of Asians scored 3.00 which was a rating of
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Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Asian 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 100.0 0 0.0 3 1.1
Hispanic 0 0.0 2 25.0 6 75.0 0 0.0 8 3.0
White 1 0.7 22 15.6 113 80.1 59 32.0 141 52.8
Black 0 0.0 40 34.8 72 62.6 3 2.6 115 43.1
Total 1 0.4 64 24.0 194 72.7 8 3.0 267 100.0
Agree. Two or 25 percent of Hispanics scored 2.00; six or
75 percent scored 3.00. The majority of Hispanics rated
Agree. One or 0.7 percent of Whites scored 1.00; 22 or 15.6
percent scored 2.00; 113 or 80.1 percent scored 3.00; and 59
or 32 percent scored 4.00. Most Whites rated Agree. Forty
or 34.8 percent of Blacks scored 2.00; 72 or 62.6 percent
scored 3.00; and 3 or 2.6 percent scored 4.00. Most Blacks
also rated Agree. There were no scores for the group Other.
Comparison of School Climate and
Total Scores bv Gender
Total scores for gender are displayed in table 13.
Composite school climate ratings for females revealed 38 or
21.0 percent scored 2.00, 136 or 75.1 percent scored 3.00,
and 7 or.3.9 percent scored 4.00. A great majority of
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Female 0 0.0 38 21.0 136 75.1 7 3.9 181 67.5
Male 1 1.2 26 30.6 56 65.9 2 2.4 85 31.7
Total 1 0.4 64 23.9 194 72.4 9 3.4 266 100.0
female respondents rated the composite school climate as
Agree. Composite school climate ratings for males revealed
1 or 1.2 percent scored 1.00, 26 or 30.6 percent scored
2.00, 56 or 65.9 percent scored 3.00, and 2 or 2.4 percent
scored 4.00. Most male respondents rated the composite
school climate as Agree. More females rated Agree than
males (table 13).
One-Way Analysis of Variance of
Components of School Climate
Data for Hypotheses 1-7 were analyzed using a one¬
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with a significance level
of .05.
Hypothesis 1
There is no significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on principal's leadership
style.
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Table 14 presents the data on principal's leadership
style. Analysis of data yielded an F ratio of 0.7783 and
a probability (£) of .3782, which was not significant at
the .05 level. The null hypothesis was therefore accepted.
There is no statistically significant difference in the
perception of teachers and students on principal's leader¬
ship style.
Table 14.—Analysis of Variance of Principal's Leadership








Between Groups 1 0.5843 0.5843 0.7783 .3282
Within Groups 415 311.5205 0.7507
Total 416 312.1047
Standard 95% Confidence
Group n Mean Error Interval for Mean
Teachers 248 2.8192 0.8800 0.0559 2.7092 to 2.9293
Students 169 2.8955 0.8461 0.0651 2.7670 to 3.0240
Total 417 2.8501 0.8662 0.0424 2.7667 to 2.9335
Hypothesis 2
There is no significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on decision-making structure.
Table 15 displays the data on decision-making
structure. Analysis of data revealed an F ratio of 0.0001
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Table 15.—Analysis of Variance of the Decision-Making








Between Groups 1 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 .9938
Within Groups 400 182.8138 0.4570
Total 401 182.8138
Standard 95% Confidence
Group n Mean Error Interval for Mean
Teachers 241 2.5740 0.6764 0.0436 2.4882 to 2.6598
Students 161 2.5745 0.6754 0.0532 2.4694 to 2.6797
Total 402 2.5742 0.6752 0.0337 2.5080 to 2.6404
with a probability of .9938, which was not significant at
the .05 level. The null hypothesis was therefore accepted.
There is no statistically significant difference in the
perception of teachers and students on the decision-making
structure (table 15).
Hypothesis 3
There is no significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on teacher-student relation¬
ship .
Table 16 displays the data on teacher-student
relationship. Analysis of data refected an F ratio of
8.5385 with a probability of .0037, which was significant
at the .05 level. The null hypothesis was, therefore.
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Table 16.—Analysis of Variance of Teacher-Student








Between Groups 1 2.2677 2.2677 8.5385 .0037
Within Groups 407 108.0919 0.2656
Total 408 110.3595
Standard 95% Confidence
Group n Mean Error Interval for Mean
Teachers 239 2.7413 0.5247 0.0339 2.6744 to 2.8081
Students 170 2.5902 0.5018 0.0385 2.5142 to 2.6662
Total 409 2.6785 0.5201 0.0257 2.6279 to 2.7290
rejected. There is a statistically significant difference
in the perception of teachers and students on teacher-
student relationship. There were only two groups of
respondents, teachers and students. Data revealed that
teachers' perception was significantly higher than students'
on teacher-student relationship.
Hypothesis 4
There is no significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on morale.
Table 17 displays data on morale. Data were ana¬
lyzed and revealed an F ratio of 0.0438 with a probability
of .8343, which was not significant at the .05 level.










Between Groups 1 0.0140 0.0140 0.0438 .8343
Within Groups 406 129.8176 0.3197
Total 407 129.8316
Standard 95% Confidence
Group n Mean Error Interval for Mean
Teachers 248 2.8192 0.8800 0 .0559 2.7092 to 2.9293
Students 169 2.8955 0.8461 0.0651 2.7670 to 3.0240
Total 417 2.8501 0.8662 0.0424 2.7667 to 2.9335
Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. There is no
statistically significant difference in the perception of
teachers and students on morale.
Hypothesis 5
There is no significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on academic involvement.
Table 18 presents data on academic involvement.
Analysis of data yielded an F ratio of 9.9497 with a prob¬
ability of .0017, which was significant at the .05 level.
The null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. There is a
statistically significant difference between the perceptions
of teachers and students on academic involvement. Data










Between Groups 1 2.4438 2.4438 9.9497 .0017
Within Groups 405 99.4736 0.2456
Total 406 101.9174
Standard 95% Confidence
Group n Mean SD Error Interval for Mean
Teachers 238 2.9482 0.5086 0.0330 2.8832 to 3.0131
Students 169 2.7909 0.4766 0.0367 2.7185 to 2.8633
Total 407 2.8829 0.5010 0.0248 2.8341 to 2.9317
revealed that teachers' perception was significantly higher
than students' perception on academic involvement.
Hypothesis 6
There is no significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on physical environment.
Table 19 presents data on physical environment.
Data analysis yielded an F ratio 0.1725 with a probability
of .6782, which was not significant at the .05 level.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. There is no
statistically significant difference in the perception of
teachers and students on the physical environment.










Between Groups 1 0.0777 0.0777 0.1725 .6782
Within Groups 404 182.0348 0 .4506
Total 405 182.1125
Standard 95% Confidence
Group n Mean Error Interval for Mean
Teachers 246 2.7148 0.6917 0.0441 2.6279 to 2.8016
Students 160 2.6865 0.6384 0.0505 2.5868 to 2.7861
Total 406 2.7036 0.6706 0.0333 2.6382 to 2.7690
Hypothesis 7
There is no significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on school safety.
Table 20 displays data on school safety. Analysis
of data yielded an F ratio of 0.0372 with a probability
of .8472, which was not significant at the .05 level. The
null hypothesis was therefore accepted. There is no
significant difference in the perception of teachers and
students on school safety.
Hypothesis 8
There is no significant difference in the percep¬
tions of school climate based on race.
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Table 20.—Analysis of Variance of School Safety by
Teachers and Students
Sum of Mean F
Source Squares Square F Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 1 0.0099 0.0099 0.0372 .8472
Within Groups 381 101.2199 0.2657
Total 382 101.2298
Standard 95% Confidence
Group n Mean Error Interval for Mean
Teachers 228 2.4050 0.4937 0.0327 2.3405 to 2.4694
Students 155 2.3946 0.5459 0.0438 2.3080 to 2.4812
Total 383 2.4008 0.5148 0.0263 2.3491 to 2.4525
Table 21 displays data on school climate by race.
Analysis of data reflected an F ratio of 4.1420 with a
probability of .0068, which was significant at the .05
level. The null hypothesis was therefore rejected. There
is a significant difference in the perception of school
climate based on race. The difference was such that a
Scheffe test with a significance level of .05 was run.
Table 22 presents data to show that the significant level of
difference was between Blacks and Whites on their perception
of school climate.
Hypothesis 9
There is no significant difference in the percep¬
tions of school climate based on gender.
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Between Groups 3 2.1684 0.7228 4.1420 .0068







Asians 3 3.1349 0.2708 0.1563 2.4623 to 3.8076
Hispanics 8 2.5744 0.3944 0.1394 2.2447 to 2.9041
Whites 141 2.8198 0.4028 0.0339 2.7528 to 2.8869
Blacks 116 2.6675 0.4386 0.0407 2.5868 to 2.7481
Total 268 2.7501 0.4250 0.0260 2.6990 to 2.8012
Table 22 .—Scheffe Test on Climate by Race




2.9937 4 White *
3.7917 2 Asian
Table 23 presents data on climate by gender.
Analysis of variance reflected an F ratio of 2.7504 with a
probability of .0984r which was not significant at the .05
level. The null hypothesis was, therefore, accepted. There
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Table 23.—Analysis of Variance of School Climate by Gender
Sum of Mean F
Source Squares Square F Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 1 0.5021 0.5021 2.7504 .0984
Within Groups 265 48.3766 0.1826
Total 266 48.8787
Standard 95% Confidence
Group n Mean Error Interval for Mean
Females 182 2.7844 0.4022 0.0298 2.7256 to 2.8432
Males 85 2.6913 0.4767 0 .0517 2.5885 to 2.7941
Total 267 2.7548 0.4287 0.0262 2.7031 to 2.8064
is no statistically significant difference in the perception
of school climate based on gender.
Multiple Regression
Hypothesis 10 was addressed by stepwise multiple
regression.
Hypothesis 10
There is no significant difference in the strength
of the variables as measures of school climate.
The data in table 24 show that in the stepwise
regression model principal's leadership style had the
greatest influence on school climate. The regression
coefficient was .83345 and the square of the regression
coefficient was .69464. Thus, for this first indicator
77




Variance F Ratio E <
1. Principal's
Leadership Style .83345 .69464 .69464 609.65348 .0000
2. Teacher-Student
Relationship .92377 .85335 .15871 776.82803 .0000
3. Physical Environment .95712 .91608 .06273 967.95099 .0000
4. Morale .97131 .94343 .02735 1104.95933 .0000
5. Academic Involvement .98115 .96265 .01922 1360.77196 .0000
6. School Safety .99028 .98065 .01800 2221.51702 .0000
7. Decision-Making
Structure 1.00000 1.00000 .01935 —
69.464 percent of the variance in school climate could be
attributed to principal's leadership style. The F ratio for
these data was 609.65348 and was statistically significant
beyond the .01 level of significance.
Teacher-student relationship was the next variable
to enter into the equation. The regression coefficient
was .92377 and the square of the regression coefficient
was .85335. For this indicatorr 15.871 percent of the
variance in school climate could be attributed to teacher-
student relationship. The F ratio for these data was
776.82803 and was statistically significant beyond the .01
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level of significance. Teacher-student relationship,
therefore, has an influence on the climate of a school
(table 24) .
The next variable to load into the equation was
physical environment. This variable had a regression
coefficient of .95712 and the square of the regression
coefficient of .91608. For this third variable, 6.273 per¬
cent of the variance in school climate could be attributed
to the physical environment. The F ratio for these data
was 967.95099, which was statistically significant beyond
the .01 level. Physical environment, therefore, showed
strength as a measure of school climate (table 24).
The fourth variable entered into the equation was
morale. Morale had a regression coefficient of .97131 and
the square of the regression coefficient of .94343. Thus,
for this fourth variable, 2.735 percent of the variance
in school climate could be attributed to morale. The F
ratio for these data was 1104.95933 and was statistically
significant beyond the .01 level. Therefore, morale showed
strength as a measure of school climate (table 24) .
Academic involvement was the fift'; -ariable entered
into the regression equation. The regression coefficient
was .98115 and the square of the regression coefficient
was .96265. Academic involvement, therefore, accounted for
1.922 percent of the variance in school climate. The F
ratio for these data was 1360.77196 and was statistically
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significant beyond the .01 level. Therefore, academic
involvement has strong influence as an indicator of school
climate (table 24).
The next variable to load into the regression
equation was school safety. The regression coefficient
was .99028 and the square of the regression coefficient
was .98065. For this sixth variable, 1.800 percent of the
variance in school climate could be attributed to school
safety. The F ratio for these data was 2221.51702 and was
statistically significant beyond the .01 level. School
safety is a strong measure of school climate (table 24) .
The seventh and last variable to enter into the
regression equation was decision-making structure. The
regression coefficient was 1.0000 and the square of the
regression coefficient was 1.0000. Thus, for this last
variable, 1.935 percent of the variance in school climate
could be attributed to decision-making structure. The F
ratio for these data was unlimited and statistically
significant beyond the .01 level. The decision-making
structure, as with the other six variables, loaded in as
showing strength as a measure of school climate (table 24).
Summary
The purpose of this study was to investigate how
indicators identified in the literature are perceived by
teachers and students as positive measures of school climate
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and to determine what differences exist between the way
teachers and students perceive these indicators to be true
measures of school climate. The data generated in this
study were collected from middle schools in five school
systems in metropolitan Atlanta, Georgia, from returns of
the School Climate Survey. A total of 261 teachers and 188
students participated in the survey.
The descriptive survey method was used to carry out
this study. Data were tabulated using the SPSS computer
programs for data analysis at the .05 significance level.
Primary statistics that were used to interpret the data were





The major purpose of this study was to investigate
the perceptions of teachers and students on indicators of
school climate. More specifically, the purpose was to
investigate perceptual differences between teachers and
students. In addition, race and gender for the participants
were analyzed to see if there were differences based on
these moderator variables. Indicators used for this
analysis were principal's leadership style, decision-making
structure, teacher-student relationship, morale, academic
involvement, physical environment, and school safety.
Lastly, this chapter is divided into four sections:
findings, conclusions, implications, and recommendations.
Plan of the Study
This study was reported in the following format:
Chapter I, Introduction, provided an overview of the
study and the significance of the topic investigated.
Chapter II, Review of Literature, provided the
background research on school climate. School climate was
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seen as a complex concept but was and continues to be of
interest to researchers and educators alike. A search of
the literature provided information in the areas of princi¬
pal's leadership style, decision-making structure, teacher-
student relationship, morale, academic involvement, physical
environment, and school safety.
Chapter III, Theoretical Framework, presented the
definition of specific terms used in the study, along with
the statement of the null hypotheses. In addition, the goal
of the study and the research design were reported. Limita¬
tions of the study were also presented.
Chapter IV, Methodology and Procedures, presented
the methods and procedures that were used to conduct the
study.
Chapter V, Data Analysis, reported the analysis of
the collected data. The null hypotheses and research ques¬
tions were also addressed.
Chapter VI, Findings, Conclusions, Implications, and
Recommendations, presents the findings the study yielded.
In addition, conclusions, implications, and recommendations
are offered.
This research study sought to answer the following
research questions;
1. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on principal's leadership
style?
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2. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on the decision-making struc¬
ture?
3. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on teacher-student relation¬
ship?
4. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on morale?
5. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on academic involvement?
6. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on physical environment?
7. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on school safety?
8. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of school climate based on gender?
9. Is there a significant difference in the percep¬
tions of school climate based on race?10.Is there a significant difference in the
strength of the variables as measures of school climate?
Findings
The findings for each of the null hypotheses are
presented below
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Hypothesis 1; There is no significant difference in
the perceptions of teachers and students on principal's
leadership style.
The hypothesis was accepted. Based on the analysis
of variance, there were no significant differences in the
perceptions of teachers and students on principal's leader¬
ship style.
Hypothesis 2; There is no significant difference in
the perceptions of teachers and students on decision-making
structure.
This hypothesis was accepted. The analysis of vari¬
ance revealed almost no differences in the perceptions of
teachers and students on decision-making structure.
Hypothesis 3; There is no significant difference in
the perceptions of teachers and students on teacher-student
relationship.
This hypothesis was rejected. Analysis of variance
revealed that there are differences in the way teachers view
this indicator as compared to the way students do. It
appears that more teachers see this indicator as Agree than
students.
Hypothesis 4; There is no significant difference in
the perceptions of teachers and students on morale.
This hypothesis was accepted. Analysis of variance
reflected that fewer teachers than students viewed morale as
favorable
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Hypothesis 5; There is no significant difference
in the perceptions of teachers and students on academic
involvement.
This hypothesis was rejected. An analysis of vari¬
ance revealed that there is a difference in the perceptions
of teachers and students as to the importance of academic
involvement.
Hypothesis 6; There is no significant difference
in the perceptions of teachers and students on physical
environment.
This hypothesis was accepted. Analysis of variance
reflected no significant difference in perceptions of
teachers and students on the physical environment as an
indicator of school climate.
Hypothesis 7; There is no significant difference in
the perceptions of teachers and students on school safety.
This hypothesis was accepted. Analysis of variance
revealed that more teachers than students felt that school
safety had an effect on school climate.
Hypothesis 8t There is no significant difference in
the perceptions of school climate based on race.
The moderator variable for this hypothesis was race.
This hypothesis was rejected. Analysis of variance revealed
that there is a statistically significant difference in
perceptions of school climate based on race. Though few in
number, most Asians saw the climate of a school as being
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significant. Next in line were Whites. Those races seeing
school climate in a less significant light were Blacks and
Hispanics, respectively.
Hypothesis 9; There is no significant difference in
the perceptions of school climate based on gender.
The moderator variable for this hypothesis was gen¬
der. The hypothesis was accepted. The analysis of variance
revealed that both males and females view the climate of a
school in almost the same light.
Hypothesis 10; There is no significant difference
in the strength of the variables as measures of school
climate.
This hypothesis was rejected. Stepwise multiple
regression revealed that there are statistically significant
differences in the strength of the variables. Principal's
leadership style was the first to enter into the regression
equation as a strong measure of school climate. Teacher-
student relationship was the second variable entered into
the regression equation, followed by physical environment,
then morale, academic involvement, and school safety. The
decision-making structure was the last to enter into the
regression equation. All variables were strong but some
contributed more than others as measures of school climate.
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Conclusions
Analysis of data provided a perspective on the
perceptions of teachers and students on indicators of school
climate as follows:
The hypotheses that there is no statistically
significant difference in the perceptions of teachers and
students were accepted for (1) principal's leadership style,
(2) decision-making structure, (3) morale, (4) physical
environment, and (5) school safety.
The hypothesis that there is no statistically
significant difference in the perception of school climate
based on gender was also accepted.
The hypothesis that there is no statistically
significant difference in the perception of teachers and
students on teacher-student relationship as an indicator of
school climate was rejected. Significant differences exist
between the perceptions of students and teachers on this
variable.
The hypothesis that there is no statistically
significant difference in the p^^-rception of teachers and
students on academic involvement as an indicator of school
climate was rejected. Significant differences exist between
the perceptions of students and teachers.
The hypothesis that there is no statistically
significant difference in the perception of school climate
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based on race was rejected. There was significant variation
between the races.
The hypothesis that there is no statistically
significant difference in the strength of the variables as
measures of school climate was rejected. Significant dif¬
ferences exist between the variables.
Implications
Findings and conclusions of this study hold serious
implications for school administrators as they attempt to
address school climate. Multiple regression showed that the
dependent variable of principal's leadership style had a
significant influence in helping to set the climate of the
school. Though all seven indicators showed strength as
measures of school climate, their strength was not equal.
Principal's leadership style was strongest with teacher-
student relationship second, physical environment third,
morale fourth, academic involvement fifth, school safety
sixth, and decision-making structure seventh and last in
order of strength as measures of school climate. This
implies, therefore, that the problems are not so much in
identifying indicators of school climate but in how the
indicators are addressed. It appears that perhaps less
emphasis is needed on identifying measures of positive
school climate with more emphasis on the development of




Based on the findings of this research, it is
recommended that serious attention be given to all seven
indicators of school climate as addressed in this study.
Those indicators are principal's leadership style, decision
making structure, teacher-student relationship, morale,
academic involvement, physical environment, and school
safety.
It is of utmost importance that principals of
schools provide strong leadership for the staff, students,
and curriculum. It is through their strength that all of
the other factors of school climate are accommodated. For
example, if principals allow teachers and students to share
in decisions that affect them, teachers and students are
more likely to effectively carry out the requirements of
the decisions. Teachers and students will feel that their
input is valued and that what they have to say can make a
difference in the school. When principals open avenues for
this kind of collaboration, morale is high and a sense of
community is established.
Principals can also organize activities that foster
a bonding between teachers and students and administration.
Such activities can be in the form of retreats, lock-ins.
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cookouts, teacher-student intramural games, and the like.
When students have the opportunity to comfortably mingle
with their teachers and principals outside the classroom
environment, feelings of trust and support are generated.
Schools have as their mission to educate students.
This kind of academic pursuit can be achieved when high
expectations are held by administrators that teachers can
teach and students can learn. With such emphasis placed
on education, classrooms would be well-maintained with
appropriate materials and equipment conducive to learning.
Very little variation existed between the percep¬
tions of teachers and students on school climate. Impor¬
tance should be placed, consequently, on what students have
to say as well. Giving careful consideration to the needs
of both teachers and students can most assuredly bring about
a positive school climate.
Finally, it should be noted that while serious
attention was given to principal's leadership style as the
main indicator of school climate, further research is needed
on factors other than respondents' demographics which might
be predictors of school climate. Future research should be
conducted to investigate other indicators that could be
manipulated by administrators and teachers and that could




1. How do you describe yourself?
5 = Black 4 = White 3 = Hispanic
2 = Asian 1 = Other
2. What is your gender? 5 = Male 4 = Female
Using the following scale, shade in the number which best
represents your response;
4 = Strongly Agree 2 = Disagree
3 = Agree 1 = Strongly Disagree
3. I can be a success in this school.
4. Everyone is expected to do his/her best at this school.
5. I feel that I belong at this school.
6. People at this school receive recognition for their
good effort.
7. Rewards are given promptly.
8. Everyone's racial and ethnic heritage are respected at
this school.
9. Teachers and students care for each other at this
school.
10. This school is a place where almost everyone can be
trusted.
11. Teachers sometimes change lesson plans because of
student suggestions.
12. Teachers hold high expectations of students.
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13. Teachers do things that make students feel "put down."
14. Teachers support student activities outside of class
work.
15. Teachers and students work together to make rules
governing behavior in the classroom.
16. Students can get unfair school rules changed.
17. The student government makes important decisions.
18. The principal seeks input from teachers before making
important school decisions.
19. Everyone works together toward making the school run
smoother.
20. Students are asked for their ideas at this school.
21. We do not waste time in class.
22. Teachers get to learn about new methods and materials
and use them in the classroom.
23. Students get to work together on class projects and
assignments.
24. The curriculum is flexible enough to respond to
students' changing needs.
25. Most students in this school cannot be expected to do
well academically.
26. Students get to share and learn from each other.
27. The principal provides strong leadership.
28. The principal is supportive of staff and students.
29. The principal is fair.
30. The principal is open to suggestions.
31. The principal runs the school with a firm hand.
32. The principal communicates high expectations of
students.
33. The school building is in good condition.
34.
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The school is a pleasant place to spend the day.
35. The classrooms are well maintained.
36. The classrooms have the space to conduct the kinds of
programs we need.
37. Most classes have too many students in them.
38. Teachers and students are able to obtain materials they
need.
39. Students use drugs and alcohol on campus.
40. Graffiti is cleaned or painted over quickly at this
school.
41. I fear for my personal safety at this school.
42. This school is well protected against vandalism and
crime.
43. Students carry weapons at this school.
44. In the past months, I have experienced violence to me
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School Climate: Implications for Administration" In middle schools
In Georgia. In order for this Information to be meaningful, I would
like to survey those most affected by the climate of a school - namely
students and teachers.
Please allow your child to participate In this worthwhile study by
signing the permission slip at the bottom of this letter. Your child
will not have to sign the survey because Information must be Jeept
strictly confidential and used for research purpose only for the
betterment of our schools. Please return the slip on tomorrow to your
child's teacher.







PERMISSION IS GRANTED FOR MY CHILD TO PARTICIPATE IN THE SURVEY ENTITLED,
"A STUDY OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS TOWARD INDICATORS
OF SCHOOL CLIMATE IN MIDDLE SCHOOLS IN GEORGIA: IMPLICATIONS FOR
ADMINISTRATION".
(Parent or Guardian: Signature)
James P. BrauuyDmveatFair Street, sw • Atlanta.Cbtrcia sosm • (4M] sso«x»
Pmmum tmH Vmmmr. MK«hlCaM CMMv
SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY
Anderson, Carolyn S. 1982. The search for school climate:
A review of the research. Review of Educational
Research 52 (Fall): 368-420.
Anderson, H. H. 1939. The measurement of domination and
of socially integrative behavior in teachers' contacts
of children. Child Development 10: 73-89.
Andrews, R,, and R. Soder. 1987. Principal leadership and
student achievement. Educational Leadership 9: 9-16.
Atlanta Public Schools. 1990. Teacher morale. Survey.
Atlanta: Atlanta Public Schools.
Beck, L. G. 1992. Meeting the challenge of the future: The
place of a caring ethic in educational administration.
American Journal of Education 100: 454-496.
Bedford, W. P., Jr. 1986. Student achievement and school
climate: A study of relationships. Ph.D. diss..
University of Georgia, Athens, GA.
Bowers, J. H., and C. W. Burkell. 1988. Physical environ¬
ment influences related to student achievement, health,
attendance, and behavior. Council of Educational
Facility Planners Journal 26: 210-215.
Brookover, Wilbur B., and L. W. Lezotte. 1979. Changes in
school character coincident with changes in student
achievement. East Lansing, MI: Michigan State Univer¬
sity, Institute for Research on Teaching.
Brookover, Wilbur B., et al. 1979. Schools can make a
difference: A study of elementary school social systems
and school outcomes. East Lansing, MI: Michigan State
University, Institute for Research on Teaching.
Brookover, Wilbur B., et al. 1982. Creating effective
schools. Holmes Beach, FL: Learning Publications.
97
98
Brookover, Wilbur B., et al. 1984. Creative effective
schoolst An in-service program for enhancing school
learning climate and achievement. Holmes Beach, FL;
Learning Publications.
Brophy, J. E., and T. L. Good. 1974. Teacher-student rela¬
tionships; Causes and consequences. New York; Holt,
Rinehart and Winston.
Bryk, A., and M. Driscoll. 1988. The high school as com¬
munity; Contextual influences and consequences for
students and teachers. Madison, WI; University of
Wisconsin at Madison, Wisconsin Center for Education
Research.
California Department of Justice. 1984. Law in the school:
A guide for California teachers, parents, and students.
Sacramento, CA: California Department of Justice.
Centers for Disease Control. 1992. 1990-91 youth risk
behavior surveillance system. Atlanta, GA: Centers for
Disease Control.
Charles, C. 1992. Building classroom discipline. New
York: Longman.
Coleman, P. 1984 Elementary school self-imorovement
through social climate enhancement. Vancouver, B.C.,
Canada: Simon Fraser University.
Comer, James. 1980. School power. New York: Free Press.
Cornell, F. G. 1955. Socially perceptive administration.
Phi Delta Kappan 36: 17-19.
Cristofoli, D. 1992. A new definition of leadership.
Snapshots; A Fax Newsletter 2 (December): 2-5.
DeKalb County Schools, Department of Psychological Services.
1993. Decatur, GA: DeKalb County Schools.
DeKalb County Schools. 1995. DeKalb Countv student hand¬
book . Decatur, GA; DeKalb County Schools.
Doming, W. E. 1986. Out of the crisis. Cambridge, MA:
Center for Advanced Engineering Study, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology.
Dill, S., and Martha Haberman. 1995. Building a gentler
school. Educational Leadership (February): 69-71.
99
Doylef W. 1990. Classroom management techniques. In
Student discipline strategies; Research and practice.
ed. 0. C. Moles. Albany, NY; State University of New
York Press.
Duke, L. L., and G. Perry. 1978. Can alternative schools
succeed where Benjamin Spock, Spirow Agnew, and B. F.
Skinner have failed? Adolescence 13 (1978): 18-33.
Durkheim, Emile. 1964. The division of labor in society
(G. Simpson, trans.). New York; Free Press. (Origin¬
ally published in 1893.)
Edmonds, Ronald R. 1979. Some schools work and more can.
Social Policy 9; 15-18.
Edmonds, Ronald R., and J. R. Fredericksen. 1978. Search
for effective schools; The identification and analysis
of city schools that are instructionallv effective for
poor children. Cambridge, MA; Harvard University
Center for Urban Studies.
Ellett, C. D., and J. J. Walberg. 1979. Principals—Compe¬
tency, environment, and outcome. Educational environ¬
ment and effects. Berkeley, CA; McCutchan.
Emmer, E., and A. Aussiker. 1990. School and classroom
discipline programs; How well do they work? In Student
discipline strategies; Research and practice, ed. 0. C.
Moles. Albany, NY; State University of New York Press.
Erickson, E. 1986. The concept of identity in race rela¬
tions. Daedelus (Winter); 12-15.
Finn, C. E. 1985. The drive for excellence; Moving towards
a public consensus. In The great school debate; Which
wav for American education?, eds. Goss and Goss. New
York: Simon and Schuster.
Flagg, J. T. 1964. The organizational climate of schools;
Its relationship to pupil achievement, size of school,
and teacher turnover. Ph.D. diss., Rutgers University.
Flinders, D. J. 1988. Teacher isolation and the new
reform. Journal of Curriculum and Supervision 4;
16-20.
Frederick, D. E. 1994. Shared decision-making: A study to
examine the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of admin¬
istrators, teachers, and support staff. Ph.D. diss..
University of Dayton, Dayton, OH.
100
Garbarino, J. 1992. Children in danger; Coping with the
consequences of community violence. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.
Glasser, William. 1969. Schools without failure. New
York: Harper and Row.
Glasser, William. 1993. The quality school teacher. New
York: Harper.
Glickman, G. D. 1987. Good and/or effective schools: What
do we want? Phi Delta Kapoan 68 (April): 622-624.
Glickman, G. D. 1990. Pushing school reform to a new edge:
The seven trophies of school empowerment. Phi Delta
Kappan 72 (September): 68-75.
Gonder, Peggy Odell. 1994. Improving school climate and
cultures. Arlington, VA: American Association of
School Administrators.
Good, T., and J. Brophy. 1991. Looking in classrooms. 5th
ed. New York: Harper Collins.
Goodlad, John I. 1975. Schools can make a difference.
Educational Leadership 33.
Gottfredson, G. D. 1991. The Effective School Battery.
Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.
Gottfredson, G. D., and D. C. Gottfredson. 1985.
Victimization in schools. New York: Plenum Press.
Gottfredson, G. D., and D. C. Gottfredson. 1987. Using
organizational development to improve school climate.
Center for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools,
July.
Gottfredson, G. D., and S. H. Hollifield. 1984. A place
called school. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Gottfredson, G. D., and S. H. Hollifield. 1988. How to
diagnose school climate: Pinpointing change. NASSP
Bulletin 72 (March): 63-70.
Grossneckle, D., et al. 1993. The School Discipline
Climate Survey: Toward a safe, orderly learning envir¬
onment. NASSP Bulletin 77 (November): 60-68.
101
Hafner, A., S. Ingels, and D. Stevenson. 1990. A profile
of the American eighth grader. Washington DC: U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics.
Hall, M. 1992. Notes from Curriculum 2000 panel. Dekalb,
IL: Northern Illinois University.
Halpin, A. W., and D. B. Croft. 1963. The organizational
climate of schools. Chicago: University of Chicago.
Hannum, J. W. 1994. The organizational climate of middle
schools, teacher efficacy, and student achievement.
Ph.D. diss., Rutgers State University, New Brunswick,
NJ.
Hawkins, H. L., and B. L. Overbaugh. 1988. The interface
between facilities and learning. Council for Educa¬
tional Planning Journal 26: 40-46.
Heflich, R. G. 1994. Comparing teacher perceptions of
school climate in selected New Jersey independent and
public high schools. Ph.D. diss., Columbia University
Teachers College.
Heider, J. 1985. The Tao of leadership: Strategies for a
new age. Atlanta, GA: Humanics, Ltd.
Heller, G. S. 1993. Teacher empowerment—Sharing the
challenge: A guide to implementation and success.
NASSP Bulletin (February): 75-77.
Heyns, B. 1988. Educational defectors: A first look at
teachers' attrition in the rational longitudinal
survey. Educational Research 7: 215-221.
Howard, E. 1985. School climate improvement: Leadership
and program. Aurora, CO: CADRE Pubications.
Howard, E., B. Howell, and E. Brainard. 1987. Handbook for
conducting school climate improvement projects. Bloom¬
ington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa.
Hoy, W. K., et al. 1990. Organizational climate, school
health, and effectiveness: A comparative analysis.
Educational Administration Quarterly 26: 260-279.
Iheanacho, S. 1992. Communicative effectiveness of school
principals and its relationship to teacher perceptions
of administrative style. Education (Summer): 551-557.
102
Johnson, S. M. 1990. Teachers at work; Achieving success
in our schools. New York: Basic Books.
Junior Scholastic. 1994. Teen violence. (March).
Kemmis, D. 1990. Community and the politics of place.
Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press.
Klitgaard, R. E., and G. A. Hall. 1973. A statistical
search for unusually effective schools. Santa Monica,
CA: The Rand Corp.
Kottkamp, R. B., V. A. Mulhern, and W. K. Hoy. 1987.
Secondary school climate: A revision of the OCDQ.
Educational Administration Quarterly 23: 31.
Lake, Sara. 1991. Defining an effective climate for a
middle level school. California League of Middle
Schools Monograph No. 11 (April).
Lezotte, Lawrence. 1982. Effective school research: A
video. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University.
Likert, Rensis. 1967. New patterns of management. New
York: McGraw-Hill.
Lindelow, J., and J. Mazzarella. 1985. School climate.
school leadership: Handbook for survival. Eugene, OR:
Clearinghouse on Educational Management, University of
Oregon.
Mahoney, J. L. 1992. Winners and losers in the school
game. Education Week 12 (16 December): 36.
Manassee, A. L. 1984. How can we recognize effective prin¬
cipals? Alexandria, VA: National Association of State
Boards of Education.
Maslow, Abraham. 1970. Motivation and personality. New
York: Harper-Collins.
McGregor, D. 1970. The human side of enterprise. New
York: McGraw-Hill.
McPartland, J. M., and J. L. Epstein. 1975. Social class
differences in the effects of open schools on students*
achievement. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University.
Moos, R. H. 1970. Evaluating educational environments.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
103
Morroco, J. C. 1978. The relationship between the size of
elementary schools and pupil perceptions of their
environment. Education 95: 9-11.
Nachtigalr 1992. Remapping the terrain: School size.
cost and quality. Position paper. North Dakota; Mid-
Continent Regional Laboratory.
National Goals 2000. 1992. National education goal report;
Building a nation of learners. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.
National Institute of Education. 1978. Violent schools—
Safe schools. Washington, DC; U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.
National School Safety Center. 1990. School crisis preven¬
tion and response. NSSC Resource Paper. National
School Safety Center, March.
National School Safety Center. 1990. School safety check¬
book . National School Safety Center.
New York State Department of Education. 1984. Student *s
view on the quality of teaching; A manual for student
involvement. Oakland, CA; Citizen Policy Center.
Nwanko, J. I. 1979. The school climate as a factor in
student's conflict in Nigeria. Educational Studies 10;
211-214.
Ortiz, F. I. 1991. School housing for the schooling of
children. Position paper. Riverside, CA; University
of California.
Paredes, V. 1991. School climate and student achievement.
Austin, TX; Austin Independent School District, Office
of Research and Evaluation, July.
Persell, C. H., and P. Cookson. 1982. The effective prin¬
cipal in action. NASSP Bulletin 44; 92-95.
Phi Delta Kappa. 1980. Whv do some urban schools succeed;
The Phi Delta Kappan study of exceptional urban elemen¬
tary schools. Bloomington, IN; Phi Delta Kappa.
Philomath, S. 1992. Comprehensive programs for middle
school students. OSSC Bulletin (May); 21-31.
Prothrow-Stith, D. 1987. Violence prevention curriculum.
Boston; Boston University.
104
Prothrow-Stith, D. 1990. Deadly consequences. New York;
Harper-Collins.
Quality Basic Education Act. 1985. Official Code of
Georgia Annotated# 20-2-130 et. seq.
Richardson, Ann. 1993. School-based teams help improve
school learning environments. Schools in the Middle 2,
no. 4 (Summer): 26-29.
Rist, R. C. 1970. Student social class and teacher expec¬
tations: The self-fulfilling prophecy in ghetto educa¬
tion, Harvard Educational Review 40: 411-451.
Robinson, G. E. 1985. Effective schools research; A guide
to school development. Washington, DC: Educational
Research Service.
Rosenthal, R., and L. Jacobson. 1968. Pygmalion in the
classroom. New York; Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Rost, J., and A, Smith. 1992. Leadership: A post¬
industrial approach. European Management Journal 10;
222-230.
Rousseau, M. F, 1991. Community; The tie that binds. New
York: University Press of America.
Rutter, M., B. Maughan, P. Mortimore, and J. Ouston. 1979.
Fifteen thousand hours. Cambridge, MA; Harvard Univer¬
sity Press.
Safe school act. 1993, Washington, DC: U.S. Congress.
Sergiovanni, T. J. 1990. Value-added leadership. Orlando,
FL: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich,
Sergiovanni, T. J. 1992. Moral leadership. San Francisco;
Jossey-Bass.
Sergiovanni, T. J, 1994, Building community in schools.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Sergiovanni, T. J., and R, J. Starratt. 1993. Supervision;
A redefinition. New York; McGraw-Hill.
Sinclair, R* L. 1970. Elementary school educational envir¬
onment: Toward scholars that are responsive to stu¬
dents. National Elementary Principal 49: 53-58.
105
Sizer, T. R. 1973. Places for learning/places for iov.
Cambridge, MA; Harvard University Press.
Sizer, T. R. 1992. Horace's school! Redesigning the Amer¬
ican high school. Boston; Houghton Mifflin Co.
Starratt, R. J. 1991. Building an ethical school; A theory
for practice in educational leadership. Educational
Administration Quarterly 27 (May); 185-202.
Sweeny, J. 1988. Tips for improving school climate.
Arlington, VA; American Association for School Adminis¬
tration .
Sweeny, J. 1992. School climate; The key to excellence.
NASSP Bulletin 76 (November); 84-87.
Tagiuri, R. 1968. Organizational climate; Exploration of a
concept. Cambridge, MA; Harvard University.
Taylor, F. 1971. The principle of scientific management.
New York; Harper and Row.
Troisi, N. 1983. Effective teaching and student achieve¬
ment. NASSP Bulletin 60; 50-54.
U.S. Department of Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
1990. Juvenile justice bulletin. Washington, DC; U.S.
Department of Justice.
Villa, J. S., W. Thousand, Stainback, and S. Stainback, eds.
1992. Restructuring for caring and effective educa¬
tion . Baltimore, MD; Brookes.
Wager, B. R. 1992. No more suspension; Creating a shared
ethical culture. Educational Leadership 50 (December);
25-27.
Walsh, Keirn J., and Mel J. Shay. 1993. In support of
interdisciplinary teaming; The climate factor. Middle
School Journal 24; 292-297.
Walberg, H. J. 1979. Educational environments and effects;
Evaluating, policy, productivity. Berkeley, CA;
McCutchan Press.
Weber, M. 1947. The theory of social and economic organ¬
ization , trans. Talcott Parsons. New York; Free Press.
Wentworth, M. 1990. Developing staff morale. NASSP
Bulletin 16 (May); 73-75.
106
Williams, Mary M. 1993. Actions speak louder than words;
What students think. Educational Leadership 51
(November): 22-23.
Willower, D. J., and R. G. Jones. 1963. When pupil control
becomes an institutional theme. Phi Delta Kaopan 45.
Wilmore, E. 1992. The effective middle level school; Keys
to a nurturing school climate. Schools in the Middle 6
(Summer); 51-53.
Withall, J. 1949. Development of a technique for the meas¬
urement of socio-emotional climate in classrooms.
Journal of Experimental Education 17; 347-361.
Wofford, J. C. 1983. Experimental test of the leader-
environment-follower-interaction theory of leadership;
Organizational behavior and human performance.
Woods, G. 1992. Schools that work; America's most innova¬
tive public education program. New York; Dutton.
Wynne, E. 1987. A school as a morally governed institu¬
tion . Washington, DC; American Educational Research
Association.
Young, B. S. 1980. Principals can be promoters of teaching
effectiveness. Thrust for Educational Leadership 9
(March); 11-12.
